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Introduction / 1

Tae date prasented in this rewort reopriseuts two distinet aspects
of vocationel education: +whose progreows that we have typically calied
cooperative progrems and Work-Study as defined in fection 13 of Public
Law 838-210. Socme of the points te be made wbout cooperative education
may sound truvistic to vecational educators; be that as it may, it is
noted what the dakte which are presensed substantiate these truths. I
would cite the following in this category: Distributive Education has
the greatest nwber of cooperative progrems and the greatest number of
students in each and every stute. Relative newcomers to couperative
educetion are Agriculture Educstion ard Yome Economins. To Home
Economics the entire concept of cccupsticnel preparatior. and cooperative
education is new. To Agriculturz the cocpezstive educatioz concept is
a modification or replacement of the traditional ocn~the-farm project
method of providing the student with work expzriecnce. Between Distribdu~
tive Education and the newcomers, ave such arsas as Trade and Indusirial
Education and Diversified Occupasions; these have a few years experience
with cooperative education. In some stetes, notably Louisisra, labor

pressures have forced the discortinuetion of cooperative programe that

involve the industrial occupationsa. Nevertheless, the over-s1l trend
is for an increase in the aumber of programs snd in the nuwaber of

studéents in each program across ali the areas of vocational education.

Cooperatlive Education

Cooperative education, & program wherein the students work part-

time and study in a Pormal classrocm setting ypart-iime, is of long
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stending in United Statzs public sdacatiosu. Although the genesis of this
program ceaume from the Uaiversity of Ciaclonatil av thae turn of che century
end was relsted primarily to srgiaewing educaticn, It hag growm to be
popuisr in othey fields ¢ public educalilcu.

One of the desirable sspects of cowmerative edutaticn ig that
education and vork cesse to be mutually axclusive of each othexr. There
is some werk involved ia eduvecation; and it is veadily recognized theat
there is some cducation in work. Albhough it hes not been plapointed
(and thiz study will not astempt to pinpoint it), it has been hypothesized
that there is considersdly more atiitude formetion in the work environment
tharn there is in the sducatcional envivomuent, at least attitude formation
in tems of socially necessary attitudes Tor countinuved employment.

It must be recognized ait the outset thrat cne of the conditions that
ritigates agalust repid growih of cooperative education is the amcunt of
effort necessary cn the part of the proiessicnal stsaff in each school
pzeded to locate emplcyment staticns asnd errange working conditions for
the students. Sometimes these arrangements have to be made over the
objections of iazbcy uniocns end in syite of considershle reluctance on

the part of employexs.

Work--S5tudy

The Vocationsl Education Act of 1963, Public Law 88-210, had in it
e section wherein the federal government would reimburse schooils for
employing students part-time in order to permit them to remain in school.
The assumption herein is that there are a nunber of students from low-

income femilies that ccould not remain in school unless they were able to
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earn & modest 5§iarymév§ry mnonth. Duripg.thg»year for which data are
reported in this atudy, school year 1§65~66, the federsl government
reszu:sed.the school diztrists (wvia the stata offices) for éhe ﬁofal
expendltur@s in beﬁ-Study. Tae total “30“0priau10n foxr work—Study was
modest in comparlson to the amount of no1wy spent for the school 1undh
program end 0uher federally svnported pvovrams, bu, it was sufficient
to generate a considerdble mount of actmv1ty 1n tbe 1ocal school
district=. The term Work-Study has connoteiions cther than the one
used in the Vocational Act of 1963; it is usgd in higher education acts
and ic used in verious fashions by local districts. For the purpose of

this stucy, only Wbrk-Study ir vocstionsal education is included.

Concurrent Work-Education

The title of the report, Concurrent Work-Education Programs, is
en attempt to use a term vhich is comprehensive enough to include a
variety of vocational education ectivities. The teim "concurrent work-
education programs" includes all public high school and junior college
prograns that provide students with formal education and conjunctive
work experience. This definition is broad enough t» include prograums
encompassed by various other general titles in common usage such as
Cooperative Education, Work Education, end Work Experience. More
specific titles within the realm of concurrent work-education programs
include: Distributive Education (D.E.), Office Occupations (0.0.),
Diversified Occupations (D.0.), and maﬁy other but usually less
wniversal titles such &s Part-Time Industriel Cooperative Education

and Agri-Business. Differences in usage of terminclogy did not eliminate

programs from this study.
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Methodology

This repcrt is basiceliy e descriptive report of the conduct or
status of concurrent work-a2ducation programs (as per the sbove description)
in each of the fifty states. The datas were solicited from each of the
gtate offices vie personal visits tc the 3tates and from individual school
districts via mailed questionnaire. It is recognized that each state
submits a statistical report and a descriptive report to USOE every year
concerning their programs. However, USOE is generally three years behind
in processing these reports; and even then they are of necessity very
brief and concern themselves mainly with the expenditures of federal
monies. This report coancerns itself primarily with the activities in
which the students become involved.

Data Collection Procedures. Typically, the research staff arrived

et the state dspertment of education unanaounced. The state superintendent
and the state directer of vocetionael education were contacted in that
order and their approval for data ccllection was slways readily given.
Early attempts to set up appointments for data collection proved to
be ineffectual since many of the vocational education staff spend much
of their time in the field. Further, the information needed was always
available from the secretarial staff and did not require the presence of
area supervisors. This was the case not only with vocational eduestion,
but also with the superintendent's office from which general data about
the schools in the state were obtained.

The data collection procedure involved the usé of the reports made

to USOE and in addition, and of considersble more importance, the reports
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made by the individual school districts to the state office. In instances
where the school reports to the state offices were missing, the project
gteff solicited this information directly from the schoolis. The abscnees
of reports Ffrom the schools most oftan resulted fram large cities within‘
the state functioning relatively independently of the state office. A case
in point would ve New York City which submits only gross reports to the
stete office in Albany.

The state superintendent's office usually had certain information
desired by this project in published form, and occasionally the vocational
education office had some of the information in published form; but most
of the information had to be duplicated by the research staff.

In order to give some flavor to thls report and better enable the
author to present accurate descriptions of vocational education in each
state, copies of the state plan for vocationsl education, annual descrip-
tive reports, coordinators' hendbooks and similar state publications were
collected.

The questionnaire data to be reported herein were solicited from a
random sample of the public high schools, junior colleges, and post-high
school vocational schools vis the mail. The sample was selected prior to
the visits to the state offices so that general data would include thoae
schools in the semple whether or not they nad concurrent vork-education
programs plus 21l other schools which haed concurrent work-education
progranms.

It has been hypothesized for many years that there are two kinds of

vocational education programs. There sre those that receive reimbursement




T T TR A P e e e

Introduction / 6

for a portion of the cost from federal funds (data on these are generally

conceived to be readily available); then there are others that are reim-

bursable for which the school elects not to claim reimbursement. As the
consequence, there is no statewide or nationwide information available

on non-reimbursable programs. One of the functions of the data collected
on the random sample was to test this hypothesis.

Whereas, the data collection from the atate offices required only
that the project staff know precisely vwhat it was they wanted and the
appropriate offices to visit to get the information, the mailed quesationnaire
required careful development and two pilot studies to insure prmnpt; COil~
plete returns with reliasble and valid responses.

In an sttempt to insure a high percentage of response, the initial
questionnaire required only the return of o self-sddressed postcard (this
instrument end all others appear in the eppendix). The response solicited
ca this postcard vas merely a check to indicate whether or not a given
school hed & reimbursed concurrent work-education and/or non-reimbursed
CWE program. It is obvious that the collection of information about
reimbursed programs was redundant since this information is available
from the gtate offices. The advantage of the redundancy is that it
provided a built-in reliability check.

Indiana was used for the first pilot study oa the guesticnnaire.

Each of the administrators who did not return the questionnaire was called
to determine why he did not respond. Each was encouraged to be as candid
a8 possible and care was taken to develop sufficient rapport. No less
than 21 of the administratorsA said they "did not receive the letter or
41d not remember receiving it." Their replies were the only evidence

TR,
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availeblie and forced the conclusion that somehow the questionnaire was not
reaching the addvessee (or his attention). Consequently, the revision
dictated was to print, "ATTENTION OF PRESENT HIGH SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR"

belcw the name end sddress on each envelope. The opening paragreph was

revised gnd a quick re-mailing for non-respcadents was planned. The seccnd

nailing (typical practice in mailed questionnaires) is based on the

s b a Yk .

hypothesis that administrators inadvertently and intentionally consign
gsome of their mail to the "$his can wait pile" without inspection. The
hope ig that administrators will rot te dead-ending quite as much mail
on the day they receive the seccnd meiling.

The Indiana pilot gave no evidence that the use of & postcard for
return enhanced the return. As a consequence the second pilot on the
questionnaire (sent to schoscls in Illinois) omitted the postcard and

inseried instead a self-sddressed envelope for returning the one page

questionnaire. A second mailing end phoase czlls were both used with the
non-respondents in the Illinois pilot. The phone calls led the project
staff to conciude that the questionnaire was sufficiently refined for
nationwide mailing. (The phone calls to non-respondents in Indiana and
Illinois eccount for the ore hundred percent return report for those two
states.)

Verisblesz, Coding, and Rationale. Consistent with this author's

feelings about the function of research in relation to the graduate
students employed, much of the data collected via the mailed questionnaire
(see the sppendix) and much of the information collected at state offices

was for the benefit of the graduste students and not directly related to

this report. The additions requested by the graduate students were
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nonored in all cases in which the udditions aid not impose & hardship on
the project or detract frum ihe poraibility of satisfaciory returms.

The docteoral candidates employed on this project satisfied the
prequirzment of doing indepencent rescarch while gaining an epprenticeship
via eponsored research. The project research and the research of the
doctoral candidates werc independent but related and any data collected
for the candidates were ccllected without cost to the project.

The variables discussed in this section will be only those directly
related to this report. Much of the information collected by the project
staff will not be reported herein due to limitations im funds wvhich pro-
hibit devtailed anelysis of individual studeat deta. (The funds for this
project were cut 5T% as the result of unexpectedly small congressional
appropriations for vocational education ressarch. )

S8ize of School: USOE coliects and tabulates enroliment figures
for schools such as junior colleges and area vocational schcols. It is
possible from published reports to get a picture of the relative size
of these programs across the various states. However, this is not the
case with high schools. There are a variety of high school organizations
ranging from six-year schools to two-year schools. In order to have a
wmiform assessment of the student body size, this project tabulnted the
enrollment figures in grades ten, eleven, and twelve exclusively. The

intent of this data was to differentiate as accurately as possible among
schools by the sige of student body. It was expected that the size of

the student body would have an influence upon the number of programs
that the school could offer. The reason for selecting the enrollments
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in grades ten, eleven, and twelve was %o permit some consistency across
all schools. There are a variety of school orgarizaticns ranging from
those that include grades seven through twelve to those that inciude
grades tea, eleven, and twelve only. In addition to “he desire to be
consistent in the interpretation of the size of the student body, there
was also the recognition thset CWE programe are by and large restricted
to tenth, eleventh, and twelfth graders; in fact, they are restricted

to twelfth graders only in meny high schocils.

As wa3s mentioned sbove, it was expected that the size of the student

body would have an influence on the offerings in the school. It was

also expected that the organization of the district and of the school

could have some effect upon the breadth of offerings. CWE progrems are
not easy to orgenize, develop, and maintzin. It was hypothesized that
the greater the range of administrative responsibility, the less likely
that there would be CWE programs; for example, a school distriert where
the sdperintendent is responsible for grades K through twelve might be
less likely to have CWE programs thaen would g high school district where
both the superintendent and principal hed the adninisirative responsibility
for grades ten, eleven, and twelve only. It was not expected that this
scope of administrative responsibility would carrry over to post-high
school institutions, because they are unique in comparison to the high
schools. The breadth of administrative responsibility in post-high
school institutions is more commonly relasted to the objective of the
institution; that is to say, area vocational schools have more precise
and limited objectives than do the community colleges. For the above
reasons the lowest and highest grades in the distriet and in the high

school were recorded for each school in the study.
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Enrollments in CWE Programs: The Leart of this report involves
the data collected about students enrolled in concurrent work-education
programs. These data included (wherever possidble) age, gex, grade, job
assignment activities, and the hourly wege. It should be noted here that
hourly wage was seen as an essential elenent in the work assesament. It
is the conviction of the research staff that in order for a student to
have e bonafide job experience, he needs to be working for an hourly wage
and have the concomitant productive responsidbility and accountability.
This; of course, eliminates from this ﬂtuﬂy.project~oriented programs
gsuch as those conducted by Agriculture Edupation vhere the student works
on the family farm and ends up selling the pig. Individuals and groups
within otherwise acceptable CWE programs who were involved in the project-
oriented programs were eliminated also.

Anyone inspecting our deta on the number of Work-Study students
and comparing it with the number of students reported by each state to
the United States Office of Education, will find the "N" reported herein
greatly depressed in comparison. The explanation of this difference is
rather stralghtforward. This project assumed that the number of students
actively involved in Work-Study at the time (at the end of the epring
semester 1966) the data were collected would approximete the average
daily number of students in Work-Study. It is not atypical for students
to enter and drop out of Work-Study continuously through the year.
States report the number of students who were involved regardless of the

length of time they spend in the progranm.
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Summer Work-Study programs occasionally have a far greater earollment
then the regular semester programs, and the gummer programs for 1966
were reported for the fiscal year 19656. The resesrch project ignores
summer programs and this again contributed to the difference in "N"
between our report and USOE reports. I would defend the project "N' used
as more accurate and defensible than the USOE "¥", because the "N" reported
herein more closely approximates the average daily student membership
in Work-Study throughout the 1965-66 school year.

Financing the Instructional Programs: In addition to the financial
data aveilable from the annual reports made to USOE, which give a rather
detailed breakdown of the distribution of' federal funds for vocational
education, it was considered necessary to make an assessment of the
financial capability of the individual schools. The predominant reason
given for limited offerings particularly in vocational education is the
lack of funds. Consequently, it was deemed necessary to meke some evalua-
tion of the money available for instructional purposes for each of the
schools included in the study. This was accomplished in the following
way: The states were ranked from one through fifty on the baslis of data
analyzed by the National Education Association. The differentiation
within states wes in terms of high, medivm, and low categorization of
the money availeble for instruction. The data used was dependent upon
what was available from the individual state offices. When availeble,
the average dally costs for instruc*ion (not including capital outleys,
debt retirement, and transportation) was used to divide the schools in

the state into the three aforementioned categories. In instances where
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thegse dsta were not available more gross measures had to be utilized.
The research staff is confident that as the result, we have the gtates
ranked in terms of finances available for instruction and the schools
within the states categorized on a simliler basis.

Population Density: The states spend a coasiderable amount of
time preparing reporta for USOE on students enrolled in vocational educa-
tion programs, but the identity of the individual achools is lost. 1In
this study the identity was retsined so that an assessmeat could be made
of the population density of the area in which the schools were located.
It vas felt that to identify & high school, area schocl, or community
college as residing within a given state was not sufficiently discriminating
for the purpose of this study, since the variance within states almost
equals the variance across states in terms of populetion demsity. For
this reason, in addition to identifying each school within the sample and

each school with CWE programs with their respective state, they were

also identified with the city in which the school resided; and from this,
it was possible to determine the population density of the area in which
the school was located. The population density was coded according to
the following criteria: The code of "1" was given those schools in the
25 large cities of the United States as identified by the Bureau of
Census. These, of course, upon occasion, are more than one political
entity such as the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. The code of "2" was
assigned to the Standard Metropolitan Areas which also include upon
occasion more than one political entity such as the Allentown-Bethlehem-

Easton area of Pennsylvania. The code of "3" was assigned to ecities
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over 50,000 that were not Standard Metrosolitan Statisiical Arees as
per the census. A "U" was assigned to cities between 25,000 and 49,999;
"5" to cities between 10,000 and 24,999: "6" to cities between 5,000
and 9,999; and "T" to those under 5,000. The intent of coding the

school lccation by population density was to differentinte (aithough in

a gross fashion) the large industrisl camplex from the smaller school
locations, because it was felt that placement opportunities in cooper-
ative programs might well te related to this factor.

Non-Reimbursed Programs: The intent of the questionnaire was to
discover whether or not schools in the random sample had CWE programs
which were reimbursable but for which they did not request reimbursement.

This required that the respondents be given a definition sufficiently

precise to permit them to interpret thei: offerings. All other questions
on the questionnaire were either redundant in light of data availeble
from the state office (as mentioned before) or were included as a service

to the graduste students employed on the project.

Organization of the Report

About 1960, it was reported that there were over 1,500 concurrent
work-education programs among 27,000 public high schools and en unknown
number of programe in the more than 500 junior colleges in the United

States. CWE data and methods of collection and reporting date differ

from state to state. This report will attempt to systematize and con-

solodate the data that exist relative to concurrent work-education

programs in the various governmental offices throughout the 50 states.
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The date collection relative to concurreat work-education programs
from the states and schools was considered to be slightly independent of
data collection via mail questionnaires Lo the random sample; and as the
consequence, these twe shall be treated independently in each phase of
the report. In addition, since the phasc of concurrent work-education
programs typically considered cooperative educaticn, differs significantly

from work-education programs supported under Section 13 of Public Law

88-210, these will be treated independently also.
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Conditiong Set by Public Law £8-210

The simplest way to describe the cenditions under which Vork-Study
programs can be operated is te quste frum the Law. These stipulations
are a3 follows:

Work-Study Progrems Por Vocational Education Students

See. 13. (a) (1) Prom the sums appropriaced pursuant to
section 15 and determined to be Tor the purposes of this section
for each fiscal yeay, the Cormissioner shall allot to each State
sn amcunt which bears the same ratic to the sums so determined
for such yeer a8 the populaticn aged fifteen to twenty, inclusive,
¢f the State, in the preceding fiscal year bears to the population ;
aged fifteen to twenty, inclusive, of all the Statea in such pre- :
preceding year.

(2) The amount of any State's elletment under paragraph
(1) for any fiscal year which the Commissicner determines will not
be required for such fiscal year for carryiag sut the State's plan
approved under subsection (b) shell be available for resllotment
z from time to time, on such dates during such yser as the Commis-
o sioner may f£ix, to other States in proportion to the original
Qm,f aliotments to such Siates under parzgraph {1) for such year, L.t
' with such proportionate amvunt for any of such other States being
reduced to the extent it exceeds the gum the Csmmissioner estimates
such State needs and will bc able te use for such year and tae
total of such reductions shall be similarly realliotted among the
: States not suffering such a reductlon. Any amount reallotted to
4 a State under t.ls parsgraph during such yesr shall he deemed part
: of its allotment for such year.

(t) To be eligible to participete in this section, a State
must have in effect a plan spproved under secticn 5 and must sub-
mit through its State board to the Cormmissioner a supplement to
such plan (hereinafter referred to zs s "supplementary plan"),
in such detall as the Commissioner determines necessary, which—-

(1) designates the State board as the sole agency for
administration of the supplementary plan, or for supervisicn
of the administration thereof by local educetional agencies;

{2) sets rorth the policies and procedures to he followed
by the State in approving work-study programs, under which
policies and procedures funds paid to the State from it3
allotment under subsection (&) will be expended solely for
the payment of compensation of students’ employed pursuant
to work-study programs which meet the requirements of sub-
section (c), except that not to exceed 1 per rentum of any

o, such allotment, or $10,000, whichever is the greater, nay be
(;) used to pey the cost of developing the State's supplementary
Plan and the cest of administering such supplementary plan

after its approval under this section; ¥
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(3) sets forth principles for determining the priority to
be accorded applications Tron loeal educeticnsl agencies for
work-study programs, which prineiples sheil give preference
to applications submitted by Joecal educationrsl agencies serving
comrunities having substantial numbers of youths who have
dropped out of school or whe are unemployed, and provided for
undertaking such progrems, inscfer as financial ragources
available therefor make possible, in the order é¢etermined by
the application of such principles;

(k) sets forth such £iseel contrcl end fund accomating
procedures as msy be necessary to assure proper disbursement
of, and accounting for, Federal funds paid tc the State
(including such funds paid by the State to lucal educational
agencies) under thiz section:

(5) provides for making such reports in such form and
containing such information es the Commissioner may reasonably
require to carry out his functions under this section, and for
keeping such records and for affording such access thereto as
the Commissicner mey find necegssry to essure the correetness
and verification of such reports.

(e} For the purpceses of this secticn, a work-study program
shall --

(1) be administered by the loecal educationsal egency and
made reasonebly available {to the exteat of available funds )
to all youths in the area served by such agency who are able
to meet the requirements of paragrapn {2);

(2) provide thet employment under such work-siudy program
ghall be furnished only to a student who {A) has been
accepted for enrcllment as a full-time student in a vocational
education program which meets the standards prescribed by
the State board and the iccal educational egency for voca-
ticnal education programs assisted under the preceding
sections of this part, or in the case of a student already
enrolled in such a progrem, is in goud gtanding and in
full-time sttendance, (B) is in neced of the earnings from
such employment to commence or continue his vocational
education program, and (C) is et least fifteen years of age
end less than twenty-one yesrs of age at the commencement
of his employment, and is capable, in the opinion of the
approprlate school authorities, of maintaining goocd stsmding
in his vocational educaticn program while employed under the
work-study program;

(3) provide that no studsnt shall be employed under such
work-study program for more than fifteen hours in any week
in which classes in which he is enrolled are in gession, or
for compensation which exceeds $45 in any month or $350 in
any academic year or its equivalent, unless the student is
attending & school whick 1s not within ressonsble conmucing
distance from his home, in which case his compensation may
not exceed $60 in any month or $500 in any academic yvear or
its equivalent;
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(4) provide that employment under such work-study program
shall be for the local educaticnal agency or for some other
public agency or institution;

(5) provide that, in each fiscal year during which such
program remains in effect, such agency shall expend (from
sources other than psyments from Federal funds under this
section) for the employment of its studepts (whether or not
in employaent eligible for assistance under this gection) an
anount that is not less than its average annusl expenditure
for work-study programs of a siniler cheracter during the
three fiscal years preceding the fiscal year in which its
work-study program under this section is approved.

() Subsections (b), (e}, and {d) of section 5 (pertaining
to the approvel of State plans, the withholding of Federal pay-
ments in case of anonconformity after approval, and Judicial re-
view of the Commissioner's final dctions in disapproving a State
plan ¢r withholding payments)} shall be applicable to the Commis-
sioner's actions with respect to suppiementary plans under this
section.

(e) From a State's allotmen: under this section for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and for the flscel year ending
June 30, 1966, the Cemmissioner shall pay to such State en amount
equal to the amount expended for compensation of students employed
pursusnt to work-study progreams under the Siate’s supplementary
plan approved under this sectlon, plius an amount, not to exceed
1 per centum of such allotment, or $10,000, whichever is the greater,
for the administration of such pian after 1ts apprevel by the
Conmissioner. From o State's allotment under this section for
%he fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and for the next succeeding
fiscal year, such payment shall equal 75 per centum of the amount
so expended., No State shell receive payments under this section
for any fiscsl year in excess of its allotment under subsection
(a) for such fiscal yeer.

(f) Such payments (adjusted on account of overpsyments or
underpayments previously made) shall be made by the Comnissioner
in advance on the busiy of such estimetes, in such installments,
and &t such times, as mey be reasonebly required for expenditures
by the States of the funds allotted under subsection (a).

(¢,) Students employed in work-study programs under this
section shell not by reason of such employment be deemed employees
of the United States, or their service Federal service, for any
purpose.,
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Work-Study Programs smong the States

It wvas not the intent of this study tc collect data about the
intent of school districts to maintain or expand concurrent Work-Study
programs; hovever, the unsolicited comments are worth reporting prior
to reporting on the data.

To generalize across the states, it seems fair to say that there
is a concentrated effort to expand concurrent work-education programs.
This requires an investment of time +> guin employment stations and to
overcome difficulties with labor unioa restrictions; dut the iavestment
13 made by individusml teachers, ofter at the expense of their free time.
Work-Study with its "make work” provisicns is a different story. The
states aad the schools had great hope for this pruvision of Public
Law 88-210, but no money to finance it. Tverefore, it wes expected
that the required lccal contridbution of 25% would bring about a decline
in emphasis during the 1966-1967 school year. Questionnaire results
showed a decline in the number of schocls with Work Study for only
five states, 30 showed an increase and 15 remained the seme. There
vas a nationvide growth of 5.3% in th. number of schools with work-
study prograns.

This was the first time vocational education money went to the
student. It provided spending money, and more often than not provided

schocls and teachers with much needed assistsnce. Experience as a

teacher's assistant may have induced many youngsters to consider

teaching as their life-work.
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A federal spending program thet contributes almost all of the
costs for roads, dams, etc., should be able to support (ever so modestly)
the greatest resource of all--students. Tc¢ support students wvithin the
social system of the schocl seems more defensible than to remove thenm

(via the job corps) or engage then ia gocial problams (via the N.Y.C.)

with which they are already overburdened. It is pleasant to report that
in public vocational education, the programs thetl are prouoted by full
federal support do not vanish as soon as the state or local educational

sgency i8 required to meke a financiel contributicn.

Expenditures on Work-Study

During the schcol yeer, the 50 states spent in excess of $757
sillion on vocational cducation, of waich slightly cver $22hk million came
fyom the federal govermment. Of the money vhat came from the federal

goverment, slightly over $20 million was spent on Work-Study. Ancther

way of stating this would be that, of the total amount of moaey spent

for vocetional education among the 50 states, 29.7% come fram the

federal government; and the expendituzres on Work-Study represent nire
percent ¢f this. If we lcok at the expenditures on Work-Study in relation
to the total expenditures for vocatioral =ducsticn, we find that
spproximately 2.7 pvercent of the money spent was used for Work-Study.

The expsnditures acrosz siates are raport2d ia Table I and Table II of

the appendix. The purpose of discussing >he amount of money spent on

Work-Study is to pinpoint its rather nmodest place in vocational education.
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Schools with Work-Study Programs

Even though Work-Study was funded late aad the school year 1965~
1966 was the first year for this program, there ware a total of 270k

schools across the United States that had cperating prcgrams during the

school year.

Table A below presents the number of schools with Work-Study programs
and vith cooperative prcgrams in the various arees of vocational education.
The cooperative programs vill be discussed iater; the intent of the pre-
sentation of this table is to indicate the relationship between the
existence of cooperative programs in the varicus services and Work-Study
programs. The law stipuletes that students enrolled in Work-Study must
also be enrolled in a vocational program. Table A does not present the
relationship between the existence of Work-Study and the existence of

- & vocational education offering, since it can be assumed that every
school that had a Work-Study program also had some form of vocational
education. The nature of the Work-Study program with its supervised
work activity 1s very similar ito ccoperative programs, and the thcught
here is that the existence of cooperative programs with the concomi-
tant personnel capabilities should have facilitated the establishment
of Work-Study programs. The data indicate that only one-third of the
enrollment in all cooperative programs was in achools which also had

Work-Study. It is therefore obvious that a number of scheols which
previously had no programs of organized work activity for the students

were encouraged to generate such a program by the Work-Study provision

i:} of Fublic Lew 88-210.
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Table A

Schools with Work-Study and Cooperative Programs

N
Work-Study & Cooperatiive Agriculture Education 069
Work-Study & Cooperative T & I 289
Work-Study & Cooperative Distributive Zducation 634
Work-Study & Cooperative Business Education 261
Work-Study & Cooperative Home Eccnorics Education 9
Work-Study & Cooperative Health Education 2
Hork-Study & Cooperative Diversified Occupatiocns 153

Enrollment in Work-Study

™e combined enroliments in all of the schools with Work-Study
prograns totaled 1,932,050 students. Table B below presents the corre-
lation between the enrollments in Work-Siudy and enroliments in other
cooperative programs in the same schools. The number of pairs of en-
rollment figures differs for eack correlation reported. These pairs
are consistent with Table A, therefore, the probablility level for each

correlation is reported.

Table B
Correlations between Enrollment in Work-Study and Other
Cooperative Programs

Work-~-Study & Agriculture Education r= =12 P».1l
Work-Study & T & I r= .38 P<.01
Work-Study & Distributive Education r= 12 P<.01
Work-Study & Business Education r= ,17 .01<P«<.05

Work-Study & Health Education
Work-Study & Diversified Occupations »r = -,07 P>.1
Work-Study & Home Economics Education »r = .13 Py».1
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Correlations vwere also computed between enrollments in Work-Study
programs and selected demographic, economic, and organiszational varisbles
related to the individual schools. Because of the nsture of the data,
different correlation techniques vere used in each case; however, with
these variables, all 2704 Work-Study programs were included in the

calculations.

Table C
Correlation of Work-Study Enrollmeats with
Demographic, Economic, and Organiszational Varizbles
Work-Study Enrollment & Population Density or
the School Location r= -.26
Work-Study Farollmsnt & Total Enrollment of--

the School rs .2
Work-Study Enrollment & The Loveat Grade in

the District 2 r= ,32
Work-Study Enrollment & The Lowest Grade in

the Bchool . rws ,19

Work-Study Enrollment & The Rank Order of State
on Expenditures for
Bducation re 23

Work-Study Enrollment & Comparative Wealth of
Schools within States r = -.01

Correlation between Work-Study enrollment and population denaity,
although differing in direction from the correlation detveen Work-Stuldy
and total enrollment, ere indicative of the same thing. The reason for
the difference in direction between the two correlations is the ;:oding
system used for population density, which was explained previously.
Purther verification of the similar meaning of the aforementioned
correlation is the comlatién between population density coding and
totel enrollment, which is equal to -.59. From these correlations, it
is conoluded that the large cities and lerge schools are more likely to
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have Work-Study programs than are the small schools in the smaller cities
or towns.

The system used to inspect the school district organization and
{ndividual school organisation was to correlate the lowest grade under
the superintendent's jurisdiction and the lovest grade under the princi-
pal's juriesdiction with enrollment in Work-Study and the othar variables.
The aistrict organization is related to population density and total
enroliment with a correlation of -.19 and .32 respectively. The samo is
true for the school organisation except that the correlations are slightly
higher, being ~.33 and .37 respectively. Therefore, the inspaction of the
relationship betveen the existence of Work-Study programs and school
district organization is confounded dbecause of the con"chtion of
organisation with population. It is possible that partisl eomiition
night give some :lhsigbt. but the descriptive nature of this report does
not warrant such detailed statistical analysis.

The relationship detween enrollments in Work-Study programs and
the measures of school vealth showed that the states that have the greater
samount of funds available for education are more likely than the poorer
atates to have taken acdvantage of the Work-Study provision of Pudblic law

88-210, Within the states, thers is no relaticuship between the compara-
tive wealth of schcol districts and the existence of Work-Study programs.

The reader is cautioned against making any great conclusiouns as the
result of these correlations, because poverty-stricken children can and
do exist in even the wealthiest social setting and Work-Study is designed

to serve them vherever they are. This does, howvever, indicate that the

) intent of the Work-Study provision to alleviate some pockets of poverty
did not find realization.
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There vere approximately 18,000 high schools (schowls offering
grades ten, eleven, and twelve) in the United States during the school
year 1965-1966. Of these, 2505 had & Work-Study offering. (See Table IV
in the appendix for programs by states.) This represents 1% of the high
schools. The totel high school enrollmeat in grades ten, eleven, and
twelve for the 1965-1966 school year wes 8,575,000. The total enrollment
of the high schools with Work-Study prograns was 1,616,310 vhich is equal
to 18.8% of the aforementioned total enroliment. The higher percentage
of enrollment represented, as a contrast to the percentage of schools
represeated, is another indication that Work-Study progrems were slightly
over represented in larger schocls.

There were 195 Work-Study programs operated by post¢-high school
institutions; these included area vocationsl schools, conmunity colleges,
and technical institutions which were part of four-year colleges. Because
of the diversity of these institutions, it is impcesible to make any
statements relative to the percent of imstitutions or the proporviom of
the enrollment represented in Work-Study programs.

There were hli 817 high school students enrolled in Work-Study
progiams und 7,418 post-high school students; these two combine for a
total of 52,235 students in Work-Study programs. As would be expected,
because of the requirements for enrollment in Work-Study, a small pro-

portion of the total number of students enrolled in United States high
schools were represented in the Work-Study programs; in fact, they
represent .52% of the high schcol enrollment. Nevertheless, the growth
in less than one year from no programs to 2709 programs with an enrollment

of over 52 thousand students must be regarded as phenomenal.
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Questionnaire Responses on Work-Study

In concluding this chapter, it is in order to discuss briefly the
questionnaire responses. As was explained earlier in this report, a
questionnaire was sent to a random sample of schools throuéhout the
United States and information was solicited from these schools as
to vhether or not they had a Work-Study program. This was a redundant
question since the project collected data from Lhe state offices on all
programs that existed during the 1965-1966 school yeer.

Analysis of the questionnaire responses in relation to existing
enrolliment data shows that there was agresment between the questionnaire
responses and the state office data on 1216 respcnses out of the 1535
returned; or T9% of the responses agreed with the data coilected from the
state office. Of the remaining 21%, a sizablie portion could not be re-
solved because the respondents may have answered that they had Work-Study
programs in disagreemeant with the project data, because they had them
during the summer only. However, there are 125 cases where schools re-
ceived reimbursement for Work-Study programs and in the questionnaire
response said "no, we did not have a Work-Study program during the school
year 1965-1966." This is an error rate of eight percent. The error
rate across states varied from gzero perceat in sparsely populated states
wvith small schools to 14.6% in densely populated states with large
schools. FErrors of this magnitude could lead to the conclusion that still

another nail has been driven in the coffin of mailed questionnaire studies.

The error rate cited could aleoc lead one to question the data supplied

to state offices. This author is prone to blame mailed questionnaires.
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Table D
Relationship c¢f Questionnairc Responses to Stete Office Data

Programs Existiang Duxing
Acalemic Year 1965-1965

YES NO
YES 161 19k 355
Questionnaire
Responses NO 125 1055 | 1180
286 1249 1535

(1535 returns represent 83.6% of the 1836 questionnaires mailed)
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Objectives and Conditions

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 is permissive in terms of

the states operating cooperative work-education programs. The operating

conditions are specified in each state plan and thereby become the legal

conditions governing the conduct of cooperative progrems. There is over-
all agreement among the 50 state plans upon the regquirements that cooper-
ative programs must meet in order to dbe &ligible for reimbursement. Two

state plens are cited below -- California and Texas:

California: Section 2,38-52: Cooperative Education Programs

Cooperative education progrems will be offered to provide
cccupational training foxr persons whe, through a cooperative
agreenent between the school and the employer, receive related
occupational instruction and on-the-job training through part-

time employment.,

Training plans (preferably in writing) will be develaped
cooperatively between the school and employers. Such agree-
ments will provide for: (a) the employment of student-learners
in conformity with federal, state, and local laws and reguis-
tions and in a manner not resuliing in exploitation of such
student-learners for privete gain (b) an crganized progran of
training on the job (¢) related occupetional instruction in
school.

Student-learners will be paid the prevailing wage for
part-time employment and will receive school credit for on-the-
Job treining.

Texas: Section 2.38-52: Cooparative Work Experience Prograns

Cooperative work experience programs shall be provided
through cooperative arrangements between the school and
employers in which students receive part-time vocational
instruction in the schocl and on-the-job training througzh
part-time employment.

Such classes must be organized through cocperative
arrangements in writing betwggg the schools prdggding

vocational instruction to student-learners in the cisss and
the employers providing on-the-~job training through part-
time employment of such student-learners. Such arrangements
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shall provide fcr (1) the employment of student-learners
in conformity with Federal, State, ard locel lawvs and
regulations in a manner not resulting in explcitation of
such student-learners for private gain, (2) an organized
progran of training on tha job for a minimum averege of
fifteen hours per week, and (3) supplemental vocational
instructicn in school for an averags of one class period
per day.

The citaticas from California and Texas were selected because they
represent the two areas of difference relative to conditions for coopera-
tive education. All of the states require (quite naturally since a
progran could not exist without it) an agreement between the school, the

student, and the employer. The only difference thet exists is that some

of the states require that this sgreement be in writing and others do
not stipulate that it must be in writing. California, as can be seen

above, leaves the agreement opticnal, -thereass Texes requires a written

sgreement.

Neither California nor Texas stipulate that {he student must
have released time during the school day for work. Five states do so
stipulate and three of them specify that the student must be released
five hours per week. All of the states require that there bde supplemental,
formal classroom instruction. Referring agein to the citations above,
California does not specify how many hours this need be; but Texas, as
do five other states, stipulaties that there must be five hours of supplemental
instruction per \.ek.

California iz one of four states that epecifies that the student

will receive school credit for his on-the--job training. The rest, as
does Texas, fail to mention credit for the work experience. Only three
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of the states, Connecticut, Florida, and Rhode Islund, specify a minirun

age for the student to participate in ccoperative programs, and in each

case this minimum age is 16 years.

Texas and nine other states require that the student be cmployed
a minimun number of hours per week; for nine of the states this minimum
is 15 hours; Nebraska, which also specifies & minimmm, lists that
minimm as ten hours per week.

Each and every state plen makes some mention of the wage that the

student-learner must be pald. The Californla and Texas citations are the
most common form used. FEight states slaborate upon the common wage
requirements to require that the hourly rate paid the student must bde

- consistent vith the preveiling wage for & given occupation in the geo-~
graphical area in vhich the atudent is working.

It is apparent from revieving the 50 state plans that USOE has had

a considerable influence on not only the structure of the state plan, but
also cn the terminology used in preparing it. The objectives of coopera-
tive vork-education are inherent in the conditions cited above; the over-
riding objective stated in descriptive literature from the states and

specified in Public Law 88-21C is to prepare a student for gainful

'employment .

Cooperative Work-Education Programs among the States

There vere a total of 4800 cooperative work-education programs among
the various states during the 1965-1966 echool year. This does not
() mean that there were U800 individusl schools with coorerative programs,
because that is not the case. However, the 4800 figure is more represent-

ative of the opportunity for cooperative work-educstion experience offered
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to United States high school students than are the figures reported by
USOE. USOE ganerally reports on the mmber of coordinators and often times,
especially in Distridutive Education where the enrollment is high, there
will be more than one coordinator to a school. Before discussing in detail
the distribution of cooperative work-education programs among the atqtea
and among the areas of. vocational education, it is in order to present
briefly a relationship between cooperative programs and the Work-Stuly
programs discussed in the previous chapter. Table E below shows the
enrollment in cooperative programs for the various vocational services
dichotomised on schools with Work-Study and schools without Work-Study.

Table E
Enrollments in Cooperative Work-Education Programs by Service
Across Work-Study and No Work-Study High Schools

Work-Study No Work-Study
Agriculture 550 2,h89
TSI 7,238 15,652
Distributive Education 15,966 41,513
Business Education 6,357 11,498
Home Economics Education 136 kko
Diversified Occupations 5,289 10,014
Totals ' 35,537 81,606

The enrollments by services and in total again indicate that although
there is some overlap, there is a different segment of the school popu-~
lation Being served by Work-Study and cooperative work-education

respectively.
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An eldditional point to be handled herc is the natter o cooperative
work-education programs in the Health Occupations. The Health Occupations
typically have clinical experience as part of their education program.

The clinical experience satisfies many of the conditions of cooperative

work-education, but because these occupaticns have bzen studied in depth
and described ln detall by other research reports, they are not considered

a3 part of this study, with the exception of two programs in Connecticut

which had a bonafide cooperative work arrargement for their students in

% the Health area. "hese two programs are cited here and will receive no

% further mention in this report.

Granted that each of the services ip vocational education has something

i ) unique to offer students in cooperative pregrams, there is undoubtedly

: more difference between cooperative programs and otheyr vocational education
programs than thare is difference among the cooperative programs of the
various services. This is to suggest that a cooperative program, particularly
a Diversified Occupations program, is a unique offering in any school. %
Roughly two-thirds of the schools that had a cooperative offering had
only one such cooperative; about 22% had two cooperative programs;
approximately nine percent had three cooperative programs operating
concurrently; a few had four, dut no school had more than four programs.
t Teble FF shows the pasirings of cocperative programs; that is the schools

that have for example both Agriculture and Distributive Education or both

i Agriculture and Diversified Occupations.
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Table F

Pairs of Cooperative Progrums

Agriculture 296

T &I 37 926

Distributive Education 51 560 2193

Business Fducation 29 318 564 846

Home Economics Education 0 11 25 9 38

Diversified Occupaticns 3 68 1bh 82 8 515
Ag T&I D.E. B.E. H.E. D.O.

Before discussing the separate offerings, the relationship between
some of the demographic variables and cooperative programs in general
will be discussed brielly. A contingency coefficient derived from a
chi-square fraquency table indicates o value of ¢ = .39 as a measure of
relationship beltwezn the number of cooperative cducation programs in a
given schocl and the pepulation density of the locality in which the school
resides. This 1s sufficiently large to demonstrate that the larger schools
in the larger cities sre more likely than smsller schools tc have one or
more cooperative programs,

The wealth of the stete in terms of its ability to support education
is correlated with population density and total enrollment in the school.
These in %urn, are correlated with the existience of cooperative programs.
Therefore, even though the contingency coef?ficient ¢ = .55 is large for
e measure of association between the wealth of the state and the existence
of cooperative programs, there are a number of confounding variables
asscciated with this contingency. When the existence of cooperative
programs within the state is tasted for relationship with the differential

wealth of the school district within that state, the contingency coefficient

/ 3h
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decreases; c = ,13, In Table F above, the pairs of cooperative offerings
were shown. Table G below gives the correlation between enrollments in
these pairs.

Table G
Correlations between Enrollments
in Cooperative Programs

Agriculture

T&1I .13

Distributive Education .23 .35¢

Business Education .29 .55% 1w

Home Economics Education .00 -93% -.22 -.41
Diversified Occupations -.26 Lho® .12 .09 .99*

Ag TeI D.E. B.E. H.E, D.0O.
® Significant beyond .01

The significant correlation between Distribuxive Education and
Business and Office Occupations is quite a natural relationship, since
both programs concentrate on placing students in sales-oriented enterprises.
Although Home Economics cooperative enrollments are significantly correlated
vith enrollments in T & I and Diversified Occupation, the N, as seen in
Table F, is small; and as s consequence, there is nothing much to be
said about these correlations. It is very common for T & I supervisors to
hgra responsibility for the establishment and operation of Diversified
Occupations programs. It is therefore not unexpected that there is a
significant correlation between the enrollments in these two programs. The

significant correlation between the enrollments in T & I and cooperative

Distributive and Business and Office Occupations programs is undoubtedly
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aw: to tho existence of ali three of these in the-majar vwpulatlon cunters
of the United States; wharcas {he lack of signiiicaat correlatiem bdatwson
the enrolinents in cooperative Agriculture and the cther services seems to
reinforce the ideathat Agricultural coopsrative programs are focunl more
often in ths smaller, less dsasely populated ar:ies.

The discuesing of cooperative progrers acruss the services, will
start vith Distridutive Zducation becguse it haz the largest enrollmect,
and treat the programs ia srier of dascending exncliment.

Cooperative Disiribucive Zdu:aition

Distr_ibutive Eduwcation has the longest hilstory of ifuvolvemsat with
cooperative program:. I aigso has the greatast mmber of programs (a total
of 2193 acyose all of tha ctates), eod the larg:st total enroliment of
59,893 cf which 47,179 students are in the high echcol. (For a distribution of

Distridutive Bducaticn programs across the statee, see HWABIE IV 4in the
appendix. )

Tae enrollmsats in ccooperative Pistridutive Edveatior programs
were correlated with population dsnsity, total enrollment of the schcol,
school district organization, schcol organization, ramk ordser of wealth of

the state, and the comparstive wealth of the schools witiain the state.
{See Table H). Of these correlations, the firs: far are significant and

indicate again that Distrivutive Educaticn progr-ams are found in large civdes,
in schools with large enrcliments, and in school districts aud high scheols
that have a Darrow range of adwinistrative responsibiiity. There s, how-
ever no significant correlation between the enrolimentz end the wvealth of

the state cr of the particular school districts vithin the state.
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Table H
Correiation of IMotribuiive Bducation Bncciineuts with
Demographic, Fccixsde, and Organizational Variables

Distritutive Education Erxcllmsni.s & Populatior Denstiy or
the fichcol Location rs =,2)

Distributive Educaticn Errcllmenis & Tetal Exrcilment of

Distridbutive Education Esrocilmenis & The lowast Grade in
the District rs .i3

Distridbutive Bducatix Earoliments & The (owast Grade in
the Schoaol r= .16

Distributive Education Exrvlimeuts & The Rank Oxder of
State on Bxpenditurss
for Education r= «,03

Distridutive Education Errclimenis & Ccaperative Wealth of
Schowls within the Stateg re= .03

Couperative Trade and Industrial Fducatior.

T & I, vith 923 programs in the SO states with a total enrollment
of 23,845 of which 22,890 students were iz high eschoole, ic second to
Distribdbutive Bducation in sizs. It is aluo szcond in tsrms of the lengih
of involvement in cocperativa programs. '‘he correlation of enrollwents in
T & I programs and dumographic, scondmic, and organizaticmal variables is

presented in Tsble I. The pattern and the iuterpretation of thase corre<
lations would be the same as those for Dictributive Educatiion, with the

exception that the correlstion between school. district organization amd
T & I soxolimerts is not sufficiently high to be eignificant at the .01
level. This lack of relationship detween the grade spen of the district
<o enroliments in T & X programs may rasult from the relationship of T & I

in gaperal. %o industrial arts programs vhizh exist across alemsntary and

high schools.
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Table I
Correlation of Trade and Iindustrial Education Enrollments with

Demographic, Economic, enc Organizational Variables

T & I Enrollment & Population Density or
the School Location r= -.27

T & I Enrollment & Total Enrollment of

T & I Enrollment & The Lowest Grade in
the District r= .02

T & I Enrollment & The Lowest Grade in
the School = .11

T & I Enrollment & The Rank Order of State
on Expendituree for
Education r= «.0b

T & I Enroliment & Comparative Wealth of
Schools within States r= ~.05

Cooperative Business and Office Occupations Education

Cooperative programs in Business Education (henceforth Business
Education is being used and interpreted to include Office Occupations)
wvere never on the educational scene than either Distributive Education or
T & XI. They do, however, exist in 29 of the 50 states with e total of 846
programs and an enrollment of 18,248 students. As was the case with the %
cooperative programs discussed previously, by far the major portion of the
enrollment is in high schools. 1In this case, Business Education has 17,855
students enrolled in cooperative programs in high schools. The correlations
of enrollments with other schools and social data are presented in Table J.
The pattern of correlations for ccoperative Business Bducation follows that
of T & I, except that in this case there is a significant correlation be-

tveen the comparative vealth of the schools within the states and the

enrollment in cooperative Business Education programs.
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Table J

Correlation of Business Education Enrollments with
Demographic, Economic, and Organizational Variables
Business Education Enrollment & Population Density or
the School Location r= =,30

Business Education Enrollment & Total Enrollment of
the School r= .34

Business Education Eanrollment & The Lowest Grade in
the District r= -,04

Business Education Enrollment & The Lowest Grade in
the School r= .18

Business Education Eprollment & Thé Rank Order of State

on Expenditures for

Education r= .06
Business Education Enrollmeﬁt & Comparative Wealth of

Schools within States r= - 1h

Cooperative Diversified Occupations

Diversified Occupations, a relatively nev program typically has
a strong relationship t6 cooperative T & I. The reader is to be reminded
hére that Diversified Occupations is not necessarily the term used in all
of the states, but it seemed to be the term most applicable to programs in
which students vwere not restricted to employment in areas which could not
be categorized according to a specific vocationel education area. Diversified
Occupations programs exist in 18 states in which there are a total of 515
schools with programe and a total student enrollment of 15,540. Table K
presente the correlstions between variableg in the same fashion as they
have been presented for the previous cooperative programs. In this inagénce,

district organization and the comparative wealth of schools are not significantly

correlated with enrollment in Diversified Occupations.
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Teble X

Correlation of Diversified Occupations Enrollmsnt with
Denogrsphic, Economic, and Organizational Variables

Diversifisd Occupetions Enrollment & Population Demsity or

the School Location r= «,37T
Diversified Occupations Enrollmant & Total. Enrollment of
| the School r= kb
Diversified Occupations Emrollment & The Lowast Grade ir |
the District r= «.01 :
Diversified Occupations Enrollment & The lowest Grade in :

the School r= .1b ot

Diversified Occupstions Enroliment & The Rank Order of State
on Expenditures for
Bducation r= <,1b

Diversified Occupations Em'ollmnt & C’cmpamtiva Wealth of
, Scheols within States rs <11

Wcﬂt‘m mucnttm
~ Cooperative progmms in Agriculture and Home Bconmics are a very

recent vintage. Howe Eemics has mly 38 progrens in ssven states with a
modest enrollment of 62U atudeubs, thereforo, it 15 not being discussed.
Agriculture. hovever, haa a total of 296 programs with an enrollment of
3,235 students in 11 states. With the exceptiocn of Michigan, ail 11 of |
the etates are noted for having large agriculturul enterprices, and the
existence of cooperative progrms in Agriculture Education seems to wmake
good sense. .

As was discussed earlier, cocperative Agriculture programs stand
alone in terms of their location in the school &lsiricts within the states.
Following the pattern of presenting correlations betwesn cooperative en-
rollments end selected varisbles, these correlations will be foumd for
cooperative Agricuiture in Table 1. The only significant correlntién is
batvesn the crganizatiomal ftmetum of the district and enrollment in
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cooperative Agriculture. Thd lack of a significant correlstion with popu~
lation density, veslth of the state, and vealth of the school reinforces

the earlier cemuts that cooperative Agriculture progrems are more likely

c—’

to be found in the smelier schools in the smaller towns.

Table L

Correlation of Agriculture Education Enroliments with
Demographic, Econome, and Organizatioml VYariables

Agriculture Education Eprollment & Population Domsity or o

the 8chool lLocation ™= .08

Mrieulture Bducation Enronmm & Total Envollment of
the Sehool r= .14

Agriculturs mueation !nroumnt & e Lowest Crede in
~ the District r= .18

Agriculture Bducation Em'onmt & The Lovest Grade in
the School r= 07

Agriculture Education Enrollment & The Rank Ordey of Stats
’ | on Expenditures for .
Eﬂncation r= .09

Agriculture Education Bnroumnt & Comparative Wealth of
Schoole within States re= «,05

tive Vork-m\zcation

As was mentioned before, 1836 queati.onmires vere seut to a random
nﬁlo of schools in thé United States. Of these, thers were 1757 high
8chools and 88 post-high school instituticus. The 1TST represents 9.3 per-
cont of the 1876 public high schools in the United States during the aca-
demic year 1965-1966. Of tho mailsd questiommatres, 1535 were returmed, of
which 425 indicated they had seimbursed cooperative education programs.

7o extrapolate from the sample to the total ponulation wonld lead to
the conclusion that over 4000 high schools hed cooperative vocational
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education progrems during the school year 1965-1966 and that en additional
four percent inestituted new cooperative programs during the 1966-1967 school
year. Following the same extrapolation procedures from questionnaire date
leads to the conclusion that there were over 1800 schools with reimburseable
programs for which they did not request reimburcements.

According to the data collected from stete offices, there were 3333
individual instituticns with reimbursed cooperative vocational education
programs during the school year 1965-1966. As vas suggested in the dbrief
discussion of questionnaire responses to work-study programs, the discrepancies
betveen the questionnaire data and the state office data may well be due to
the inherent shortcomings of mailed questionnaires regardless of how well
they are structured.

Mach of the data from state offices were in fact questionnaire data in
that the schools responded to the state office requests for information about
their programs. The project staff considered information about the students
Job assignment, carcer aspirations, hours worked, and wages so suspect that
these data were not tadbulated. Hovever, throughout thie report it is assumed
that the names of students eanrolled in cooperative programs are not fictitious.
It ie further assumed that the disbursemeat of funds to schools for cooperative
programs is evidence of the existeunce of a program at that school. Therefore,
when a discrepancy exists betweenq uestiocnnaire data and state office datas,

the state office data will be assumed to be the more valid.
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Distributive Elucation has the longest history of cooperative Pro-
grams and the greatest mumder of prograss and the greatsst number of stue
dents enrolled. n-ennn o‘f the nature of job placement in Distridutive
Bducation, there waé no resson to expect concemtration in either the major
population centers or in smaller towns. The program emrollment rangsd
from one to 228 students with the mode being 20 studemts. There was, how-
ever, a rather significant clistering of ths programs (accounting for ebout
33% of ths total mmber of prograns) in cities over 50,000.

memnmmr&zmuwmmnmm stu-
dent to 415 students. The model emrollmeat is 25. Just as we would expect
Agriculture to be located in the smalier rural cities, we would also expact
T & I to Do located in the canters of population wherein reside the mjor
mmfacturing complexss. Tt is trus thut the greatest proportion of stu.
dent snrollment 12 T & I vas in the major population centers; however, T & I
bhas cooperative programs across all of the classifications of population
density used dy this rasearch project.

The enrullment in Businsss Education ranged from one nfmlent to
161 students with the mode being 18. The distridution of PTOGroms acroes
centers of population vas much the saxs for Business and Offica Occupations
&8 it was for Distributive Biucation. In this case, roughly 37% of the
programs were incities of over 50,000.

DMversified Occupations, which by its nature skowld have no rels-
tionship to population dspsity since studentz are permittsd to work at
Just abou® any occupation, did find programs distridbuted across all of the
population density classifications; and it had a student cnrollment range
from one t6 216 with the mods being 25. It must be recognired, hovever,
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that Diversified Cccupation programs have uct yet found favor with all of
the states. Alabama, Florida, Illinols, Mianssota, Missouri and North
Carolina account for the major portion of Diversified Occupation cooperative
programs.

The programs in cooperative Agriculture ranged in enrollment from
one sutdent to 95 students with approximately 78% of the programe having
)2 or fewer studerts enrolled.

It vas to be expected that cooperative Agriculture programs
would find their major emphasis in the smaller rural, agriculturally oriented
commmnities. Although there were Agriculture programs recorded in even
the largest metropolitan centers, over half of all of the Agriculture
programs vere in cities or towns of less than 25,000 people with over 28%
of the cooperative piograms being in towns of less than 5000.

There are so fev programs of a cooperative nature in Home Economics
that it does not seem vorthy of annlysis. Those that did exist clustered
in seven states. Suffice it to say the enrollmeimts ranged from six to 36
students and the programs were found in all population ceaters with the
exception of the 25 major megalopolises.

There were 2451 schools that had cooperative programs but did not
have Work-Study programs; there wera 1823 schools that had Work-Study pro-
grams and no cooperative programs. Of the schools with cooperative
worke-education program, twoethirds had only cne offering.

Some of the data collection ani analysis provided less than overe
whelming information. For example, using correlations to assess the rela-
tionship between the financial cepabilities of the educational institutions

across the states proves to be a rather fruitiess endzavor. The same vas
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true of ke correlation analysis of financial cepabilitics of the schools
within the states. 7his i8 to say, that there ceemed to be no significant

relationship between wealth of states or wealih of the schools within the

states and any of the offerings in concurrent workeeducation.

In the process of summarizing the state data, correlations were
computed betwaen empioyment, unempioyment, anl nurber of offerings,in each
of the cooperative programs and in Work-Study by states. These, in turn,
vere tested for relationship with the rarX order of the state on money
available to education. It was expected that there would be a significant

correlation betwesn the number of Work-Study »rograms and the total unem-

ployment in a given state, as well as between the nurher of Vork-Study
programs and the money available to education in a given state. Only one
of these correlations proved to be significant teyond the .0l level: Worke-
Study--unemployment r = .56. However, the nunber of offerings in cocperative
Agriculture vas also highly correlated with unemployment: Cooperative
Agriculture--unemployment r = .58. The number of offerings in cooperative
Agriculture, T & I, Distributive Educatiion, Business Education were gll
highly iater-correlated. The correlation between the wealth of the state
and the other summary variables was in no casc sufficiently high to be
significant to the .01 level.

In discussing some of the futility of deta collecticn, it is
necessary to summarize the disconcerting amouut of error in the returns
on the mailed questionnair:. The project was fortunate to nave data from
the state offices about reimbursed cooperative programs and Work-Study

programs. In checkirg these dsta egainst the yes-no respomses on the mailed
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questionnaires, there was no altermative but to conclude that the mailed
questionnaire data was of doudbtful validity and reiiabiiity. As the con-
sequence, not much could be said about the existence of non-reimbursed

cooperative programs.
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As the result of visits, ranging from a few hours to a number of
days, with the offices of education im the various states, the research
staff developed some subjective feelings aboui a number of aspects of these
educational burcsus. The subjective feelinge of each of the persons vho
visited a given state were recorded in the form of anecdotal comments (for
a significant portion of the states there was more than ome person jrvolved).
Thankfully the anecdotal comments demonstrated reliable interpretations
among the menbere of the research staff in relationship to the factors about
to be discussed.

The reader is csutioned not to interpret the forthcoming remarks eas
an assessment of the strengthe of the vocetional progrems in the states.

In some respects this chapter seems to be totally unrelated to the strength
of the programs.

As was discussed earlier in this report, some of the information gathered
about schools came from the state superintendent's office, although the bulk of
information ceme from the Vocational Education Department. In the process of
gathering information from these two sources, the research staff developed some
feeling about the extent to which there was communication among the vafious services
in the state office. No assessment can be made &8 to whether Special Education,
for example, has a strong pattern of continuous communication with the relaied
services in the state office; but an assessment can be made for vocational
education. It vas generally considered that vocational education did not maintain
active coounication with the other departments within the state office; and
geperally, it did not meintain communication vwith departments from which voca-
tiona) education could benefit dy having contact. An example of the lack of
communication vould be the state of Wisconsin, whereas an example of a strong

pattern of continuous communication would be Colorado.
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Integration and communication are naturally highly correlated but
are independent here because facilities can also he considered. Some
state offices of education are scatiered throughout a number of buildings,
whereas others are all housed in the same structure. Pennsylvania, Oregon,
and Washington have all their state educational oifices in the same duilding,
vhereas (Oklahome and New York are examples of offices being scattered. It
is very common for vecational education to be housed independently of the
rest of the education enterprise as soon as ‘there is neced for more than one
building. Oklshoma, for example, has its vocational education office 65 miles
removed from the rest of the state offices. It seems gpparent that physical
separation mitigates against integrated activity and continuvous communication;
hovever, some states have managed to maintain integration and communication
even though separate facilities are used. I would cite Idaho as an exanple
of thia.

Although the intent of the Voeational Education Act of 1963 was in
part to enhance the cooperation among sexrvices of vocational education,
there are numberous instences where this has yet to be accomplished. Illinois
is a good bad example. It cannot be suggested that the size of the program
mekes integration within vocational education difficult or impossible, because
a fine example of an integrated state office for vocational education exists
in one of the largest programs in ihe country--Texas.

It would be expected that of the various offerings in public eduecation,
vocational education would be the area most eager to use and most capadble
of understanding electronic data processing. Vocational education is after

all, committed to maiantaining up-to-dats knowledge about technological advances,
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particularly those that have influence upon the occupational structure.

Further, it seems that vocational education at the state office level has
the greatest nced for a system that facilitates accounting. The school
districls submit totthe state office ia some cases very detailed informse
tion about vocational education programs-~tecachers, a?udents, activities,
and related information. A portion of this information is required to be
tabulated and submitted to USOE o justify the expenditures of federal
funds. I is reodily apparent that communication among state of'fice
departmente, physical gnd administrative integration within the state
office and within vocational education is necessary ir order that data
processing systems can bte efficiently used. Although many of the state
departments of vocational educetion do not tzke advantage of data processing
facilities of the state office when they exist, it is piecasing to note
that there is a movement toward the use of these systems. Oregon and
California are curreatly formulating plans which will permit vocationzl
education.

One rccommendation o vocational education designed to facilitate

the use of data processing equipment in student accounting is in order.

Vocational education should use Social Security numbers as the means of
student identificaticn, which is identical to the system being used by
Florida in vocational education, by the University of Illinois for all of
its students, and by the Iowa Educational Information Service for all students
within the state of Iowa.

The research staff collected data not only from the state offices,
but also from relamted agencies, particulariy the State Teachers Association.

In some instances the State Teachers Assoclaiion had more discrete enrolle
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ment data than did the state office. In all casas the State Teachers Association
had more complete information on teachers' saslaries. In one irvstance, the state
of Arkeunsas, the source of student enrollments in grades ten, eleven, and
twelve was the Athletic Association.

Within vocational education the location and arrangement of data relating
10 public school offerings ranged from an individual to a structured system.
It wvas not uncommon for the individual who vae capable of locating and
explaining vocational education deta to be a cecretary. Nor was it uncommon
for the professional personnel to have changed positions and atill de con-
sidered the repository of information about the programs they had supervised on
their previous assignment. It may be considered rather pleasing that many
of the state offices are personslity oriented in terms of information about
programs; but the lack of continuity as personnel change becomes distressing.
It seems desirable to develop a uniform information reporting system and a
system-oriented means of recording, storing, tebulating, and reporting this
information. Two good examples of a well orgenized system are Colorado and
Florida. The best example of uniform recording formats across the states is
in the area of Distributive Education.

The professional vocational educators who originally organized state
programs in vocational education back in the twenties either have retired or
are about to retire. The first generatlion is on its way out. The size of
the staff, which in most respects is unrelated to the size of the program in
the state, has become fairly stable. I think it can be expected that second
and third generation vocational educators will shortly, if not already, be
responsible for the functioms in vocationzl education. Most of the state

offices are still manned by the "old guard"” ("old guard" is used here with
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affection), but there are individuals erd rare sreas among the states vhere
the "young turks” (used hsre with affection) have taken over the reins.
Missouri and Nev Jersey have their young turks. it wiil be interesting in
years {0 come to sse what effect, if any, they have upon state étructure in
vocational education.

Following is a brief discription of some isolated but pertinent situations
that point up unique state departmant involvements in cooperativa education.

Now York City had a rather imteresting program called STEP. This vas
designed to offer & vork-study program for potential dropouts. STEP (The
School to Employment Program) has a mimimum age reguiremsnt of 15 or 16.
A vell organized program such as STEP fits the D.O. category of many other
school districts. Howover, it was specifically designed to combat the drop-
out problem. Upon inspection of the job placement of students, it wvas concluded
that the actual operation was similar to Diversified Occupations programs in
Other states.

In Missouri the student enroliment in T & I and Distributive Education are
reported on the same form. Although a differsntiation is made between the
tvo programs in some instamnces, it i1s nct mads coiisistently; and in many cases
the two programs are handled by the sams coordinmator. As the result of this
mix and vithout meking any Jjudgment of the efficiency of the srrangement, the
research project tabulated all the envollments under diversified occupations
since D.0. 18 typically designed to hardle cooperative programs that cut
acyoss the traditiomal sreas. This seems consistert with the fact that
cocperative prograns are under one supervisor at the atate level, rather
than under individual services. The term C.0.E. is the generic temm ugsed
on all report forms. C.0.E. i8 used interchangeably with D.E. and 7 &
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in designaticg the related ciass pariod on tha schedule, SIC aod DOT mmbders
are frequently reported in aixed saquence.

Utah had a program that placed undar-achleving students in service occupa-
tious. Although the prograws roceived some guidance from the state supervisor
of Distributive Educatiorn:, they did not limiv the student placemweat toc distri-
butive occupaticre. There were five such progrome with = twrial carollment of
exactly 100 students. BEBecause of the varied nsiure of student emloyment,
these prograre verz tabulated under Distributive Ccecupstiono.

California has & program called Work Experience that existe both in the
high school and the junior college. In many ways it i mot unlike Work-Stuly
under the provision of Publie Iaw 88-210. One major difference i1s that the
students do not have to demonstrate financial need. There have been scme
state supported studies of the Work Experience program, but there are not

data of a stufevide nature available.

The Work-Study programs in Wisconmsin vare concemtrated in the post-
high school institutions by design, and a significant proportion of the
studerts vere employed as s&ids to teachers.

Although coopsrative work-education progreme are rot videspread in post-
high school institutions across the fifty states, the state of Washington has
& rather unique and extensive ccoperative program in Fusiness Bducation called
"Mid-Management.” ‘This program is attracting considerable attention in
other states and can be expected to gensrate additiooml cooperative programe
especially in junior colleges.

It may de that tax supported ageacies must lead the way in providing work
stations for studente. NASA, Huntevilile, has the .argest covperative worke
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education progrem for coliege studeuts in the United Statas. The United States
Bavy has long been involved ip cooperative progirans for engineering students.
Placem2nt is the problem.

The federal legislation geemed to irdicate that USCE wac desirous of
doing avay with or at least modifying, the influence of the various divisions

vithin the state officee of vocational education. Typlically each

state office has a division for Trade and [ndustrial Education, Distributive
Blucation, Office Cccupations Educatiom, Home Economice Education, Agricultural
Education, Technical Education, and in some cases Diversified Occupaticns
Education. When the states are considexed in total, each of these divisions
has same ccncurrent workeeducation programs; however, with the axception of
Distridutive Education, tkare are ro divisione that have concurrent vorke
education programs across all of the sitstes.

There are muasrous suthorities in edvcation and sccial science through-
out the United States (Morris Janovitz of Chicagdo bsing a prime example)
vho consider bomfide occupational exparience ae beiang socially meaningful
regardless of the kind of task the student perforss . This idea, coupled with

the apparent rivairy awong the areas of vocatiomal education and a tendency to
group cooperative educsation students into Diversified Gccupations in those
cases vhere either the program at the school is relatively small or wvhere
coordinators and/or the state office are unable to agree upon vhich area of
vocational education the student shoculd de asszigned, leads ons to believe that
cooperative education should de considered as ar sntity without subdivisions.
it has been said that "Hs who payd the plper calls the tuns.” Many
aspects of data reporting on vocational education are conaistent with the
above quote in that states report to USOE those things that they are required
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to report in order to justify the expenditures of federal money. By and large,
these reports relate to the number of teaciiers aid coordinatcrs employed to ~ough-
out the stete. In additicn, there aze reports about the occupational fields
they are serving by the various areas of vocational education. The tabulation
of the number of students iavolved is not essential for reimbursement and
therefore 18 very loosely calculated and generally includes anyone who ever
enrolled, i1f for only one day.

The state. in turn, requires information frum the schonls which is gener-
ally considerably more extensive than that vhich is reported to USCE; and there
are many filing cabinets in state offices filled with information sbout students
that has never been used in any fashion. The easiest thing to come by 18 a
tabulation of tne names, addresses, end phone numbers of instructors, coordina-
tors, and supervigors by service area. The United States Department of Agricul-
ture can tell you how many pige were slaughtered in Chicago any morning and
provide this information by two p.m. of that same day. We im vocatioanal
education generslly cannot provide accurate information about the number of
students involved in our programs even if given a few months to perform the
tabulations. Hopefully this report provides some information ebout students

and the offerings available to them across schools amonz the fifty states.
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Taere will be no stteupt to compsre the age, grade, and sex
distributions of CWE students with the normal school population. Tha .
intent of gathering this data was originally to set the stage for che
second phase of the study which was to have been aa in depth studv of

selected schools throughout the Inited States,

.

The stipulztioans relative tc grades in which CWE prograwss will be

-
N

offered varies from state to state with the exception of Work Study,

The modal restriction acrcss all kinda of programs, agaln with the excep-

tion of Work Study, is that the students aust be seniors. This is

-
s et B Tl Ve 0 i

-to.

particularly true with Distributive Education since it has the most

uniform practices across the states.

BPr L A At T o e

The distribution of students by sex 1s, as would be expected,

conditioned by'the'kinds of occupations for which the programs are
designed to prepare the students. Distributive, Office, Health, and
Home Educatlon programs have the wo3t gppeal for female qtudents while
Agriculture, T & I, and Liversified OGccupations have the most appeal for
the male gtudents. (Becmuse of the amali N, cooperative health occupa-
tion programs and Cooperative Home Eeounomics programs will not be

digcussed here; see page 33.)

Distribuzion Ly Sex:

In the tabie ¥, on the following page, is shown the distributisn
by sex for each of the majoer divisions of CWE programs. This includes the
range percentage across the 50 states, plus the overall percentage mele-

female distribution.
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TABLE M
DISTRIBUTION BY SEX EY AREAS OF CWE

{(nale shown-female would he the residusl)

XARGE OVITALL
% Male Acroas States %

PDistributive ~ducaticn ¢  to B0 55.9
Business/Qffice Occupatlions 03  to 33.2 15.5
Agricultu.. 55 to B89.4 88.5
Trade and Industrlal 37,8 to 91 £3.3
Diversified Oceupsticns 55.8 to 71 60.3
Work=-Study 46,7 to 100 62.07

Distribuiticn by Age:

Age wes categorized a8 16 or less; 17, 18; aud over 18. The
percentage xange Iin each categery by major division inclqdes such unique
aspects as the limitation of Work Study in Wiscomeln to the area voca-
tional schools apnd junior ceollizges. 1t was expected that ir the second
phase ¢f the study sume euplanastions would be ip oxder for the variauce
of age distribution across schools and across major classificaitons
wizhin vocatlonal education. & this writing, s descriptive table must
suffice. ‘'The s.udents' ages y:portaed in Table N, on the following page,

are based upgon thelr age as of che last fuell month of 1965-66 academic

vaar {(May).
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TABLE N
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT BY AGE

ACROSS CWE PROGRAMS

16 or leas 17 18 over 18
Dis:xibutive Educailon 11,5 43.4  32.2 10.9
Busineas/0fflce Og;upationﬂ 5.2 45.8 35.&» 10.6 -
Agriculcure | 22.2 37.1 23@;) 12.7
Tr;de & Industrial : 16.0 46,1 31;27-- §.3-
Di&ersified Occupa;ions 12.1 96.1  24.3 7.3
;;-;k-Study ©29.5 18.9  30.1 21.5

Diqtti%uticﬁ.by Grades

As was menticoned earlier, cecpa;ative programs are yestricted to
thy twelftﬁ grade in many states with the exception of Diveraified Occu~-
pations. Work Study, of wourse, has to be_vi@wed separately, Table O,
shcoin on page 61, shows the range and the percentegze of the 19th, 1llth,
12et, 13th and lath grades acvoss the 50 stazfes, plug the overall percen-
tags in each grade by major classification., I¢ should be noted heve
that the 13th and 14th grades include junicr colleges, community colleges,

and >ost hignk school area vocational schools.

The state of Washington has by fav the largest cooperative post
hign school prograns in Distributive Education. - By the 1%68-6%9 school

year 1t is expected that each of the Commuunity lclileges in Washington

wii! have a coeperative mid-manapewent program.

S o e B -
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THBLE O
RANGE AHD PERCENTAGE

DISTRIATIION BY GRADR

10th 1leh 12tttk Yogr~Hiplk
Distribucive Hducation 0.2 - 15.9 79.3 4.6
Business/Office Occupations G 8.1 93.4 1.5
Agriculture 0 21.3 8.7 0
Trade & Industrial ¢.9 41.4 57.17 0

Diversified Occupations G 26.2 73.8 0

Ration of Coordinatovs to Studentsg:

As prograns ace started it is understandable that the coordinatox

of a Cooperative program may have very few students. As the program

matures there 18 a saturatiorn pelnt where no more students can be admitted
wvithout an sdditional coordinator, if the on-the-job gupervision 12 to
be maintained. The range ic number of students per coordinatoy repcrted
on page 62 (Table P) indicates the éxtenm to which gcme.ccordinatotz
are overloadad, vhereses the mE AL ration of students to coordinators reflecte
tae maturity of the offerings.

Agaln ve find Work Szudy o be diffarent from the cooperative prograws.
By far the majority of Work Study atudents ware euployed by the school
digerict in which they era surelled. In effsct, the Work Study cecordinator
was ap acgountant and the stwdents werz supervised by a teacher, administra-

tor or one of the supperting persoanzl in the school for whom he or she

worked., Thus, there was practically s one o one relationship in Work-Study.
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‘TABLE P

STUDENT /COORDINATOR RATIOS

RANGE OVERALL

Avroes All Stutes Meaa

Distributive Kducati-. | .1~ 48 27.3

lusiness/0fiice Occupations 1- 40 21.5
Agriculture 2~ &9 10.9 :
7

Trade and Industrial 2~ 65 25.8

Piversified Occupations 9 - 39 30.1

Work-Study 1 - 501 19.3

Distribution of Students across Jobs:

The tabulatiocns of specific jobs in which students were gmployed
vas not only an impossible but uould.have'been a meaninglesz acztivicy,
etn?e che_reporting system ranges from career objectives in Distrihutive
] Ejucation through the neme ¢f the employex iun some programs, to the name
of the specific job with the npprvptiate DOT number in selected T & 1
prograns. Thetefo:e. the follmiing table (Table Q) was prepared which

categorized occupations in terms of the ralative consistency with the

definivions of the major subdivisions of Vocational Education.
The najor sarvice areas in Vocational Education are defined as
follows. (Diversified Occupations programs cut across all service areas

aud Work-Study was Jefined on puges 16~18.)

o Ven L .. T - “ 0 siavte . . o-”-.- S ,.,
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AGRICULTURE EDUCATION

in Agricultueral apbjeCta for occupatious which perform one or more
of the agricultursl functions of producing, procesiing, and distributing
agricultural products, acd related services. Competencics are empha-
sized on one of the primary areas of plant science, soil science, aniwmal
science, farm managewent, agricultural mechanization or aéricultural

leadersnip. Aa azricultural occupation may include on or any combination

of these areas.

DISTRIBUTIVE EDUCATION

Distributive education (Distribution and Marketing) includes various
combinations of subject matter Qnd learuing experiences related to the
performance of activities that direct the flow of goods and se}vices,
including their appropriate utilization, from the procucer to the consumer
or user. These activities include buying, selling, transportation, storage,

warketing research and communicaticns, nmarketing finance, and risk.

management .

BUSINESS AND OYFICE EDUCATION
Buginess and Office Occupationg includes those programs which relate
to the facilitating function of the Gffice and include such activities

as recording and retrieval of data, supervision and cooréination of office

activities, internal and externel communications and reporting of activities,

internal and external communications and reposrving of information.
Training in specific skills includes: stenographic, typing, filing,

and related courses; computing and accounting material and production;

v ema s N . " . . - N AT e
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recording, nessage diuctibucian, accounting, auditing, budget, personael

and trainiag, clerical functons, and data procesasings.

TRADES AND INDUSTRIAL EDUCATIOM

Trudes and irdustrial education includes treining for occupations
that axe skilled or semiskilled and are concerned with layout designing,
produc:.ng, pirocessing, asuembiing. testing, maintaining, servicing, or
repair.ng any product ar commedity. Instruction is provided (1) in basic
manipulative skills, safety judgement, and related occupational informa-
tion :n mathematics, drafting, and science required to perform successfully
in the occupations, and (2) through a combination of shop or lgboratory
exper ences gimulating those found in industry and classroom learning.
Incluc2d is 1nstruction for apprentices in spprenticeable occupations or
for :curneymen already engaged in a trade or industrial occupation. Ala§
incliced 1is training for service and certain semi-professional occupations

conslcered to be trade.and industrxial in nature.

Feom the above definitions it is apparent the clear cut distiuqziona
cariot be made amoog tha service areas of Vocational Education. However,
th: areas of major distinctions vere ﬁagd to categorize job. statiors in
CIE programs. The categories, waitresa, custodian, and teacher's aide
utre added to provide & more complete breakdown of work-study jobs. Health
(ccupatiorns wos added because ¢f the significap: number of these jobs

‘eld by studenis classified under trade and industrial education.
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TABLE Q
DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT ACROSS MAJOR OCCUPATIONS

Distri. Bus./Offteca Trede/Indus. Agric, Divers. Work

Educa. Occup. Education Educa. Occupa. Study
Sales 1.0z 3.2 . 9.9% 3.3% 3.22 1.1% :
Office | 2.0% 85.3X 3.92 < ‘8.52 40.02 |
Farming | - —— ' 0.5% 90.0% 0.6 0.9%
Trac :s 0.3% —e= 59.2% 5.7%  48.1% 43K
Waitcess 0.7% — : 5.1% we—  2.8% 3.4%
Cuaéodian' | - — 1.7% -—— 1.1% 26.2%
Health Occud, «ew - - 3.6% ——— 16.7£ 0.92
Other §.0% 1.3% 16.1% 1.0% 20.6% 1.7%
Teathers Aide - = M = 42 20 .91.

There are lnstances (Ohio would be an example) where the state

suparviéor of the given coopetative area refused to permit the students

to enroll vho were employed in jobs outside the purvue of the area. ;
Tyvically, in less populated states snd in smaller programsg, such fine
d.stincticns were not mzde, and it 18 the author's opinion that the value
¢ part-time employment may well be independent of the occupation.

.It it my opinion that the over-lap of vocational areas feven aciosa
droad cla:sif;cations such as Table Q) suggests the need to treat CWE

. prograws s an enticy without subdivisioms,

Selacted la Depth Studies:

The data and discourss that follow were abatracted from the
diggertations of Dr. Thomus R, Jemsea and Dr. Lewisvﬁolloway. Dr. Jengen
studied GVE programs for students with handicaps and Dr. Holloway's

gtudies are ou experimentel programs ir one high school.
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Concyrrent Work-fducation for Handicupped Studente (CWE/Y):

A careful snalysis of respouses to a sefiea of cquestionnaire 1tems
teiated to sdministrative characteristics of CWE/H prograﬁs rasulted in
the administrative wcdel represented below.

This model also indicates the distribution of CWE/H return among

administrative categories and correeponding cell percentages.

Special
Special Education Other
Education and DVR RYC CWE/H
Independent N = 27 N = 37 N = 24 N =12
Augumented N= 11 N = 27 N= 7 N= 7
38 04 31 19.152

"Independent" CwE/H programs were administered solely Ly the designated
"primary agency" whereas "augmented" CWLE/H programs were those in which
the "primary ageucy" was involved in a joint undertaking with another
agency. For example, an on-going speéial education CwE/H program which
integrates NYC funds and vork stations was classified as an "augmented"
program.

Responses to another series of gues&ﬁonnaire items vere exployed to
determine the nature of the haundicaps possessed.by the clientele of CHEIH

proérams. It was found that the types of handicaps fell into three

‘general categories and could be represented on a continuum with handicaspe

assoclated with cultural deprivation at one end, handicaps asscclated
with meatal retardation at‘thevocherF and a combination of the extrecmes
in the center. The latter were referred to as the "broadly handicapped."
The CWE/L return indicated that a disproportionate number of CWE/H pro- |
graﬁs were serviug the mentally retarded which was not surprising since
67 percent of the CWE/H programs were adninistered by special education

and special education--DVR.
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" Spokeswen for CﬁEln'of all typea indicated objectives which
'tcflacged & concern for the dcveiopnent of "geﬂoral work traits.” Many
CWE/d programs had objectives veflecting eecondary emphases, e.g., objec-
tives indicating a comcern for job placement, per se, and objectives
indicating a conrern for develcping job skills. Roughly 38 percent of
the CWE/H programs were concernad with developing general worﬁ traits
ouly, 42 percent were concerned with gemeral work traits and skill
development. Special education--DVE programe were found to emphasize
placement, and to a lesser 2xteat skills, wmore frequeutly than did
special education programs. NYC programs, on the other hand, emphasize
placement and have a noticeable lack of emphasis on general work traitﬁ :
only and general work traits plus job skills.

The average number of students per CWE/H program was 19.6 and this
figure was stable across administrative types. On the average there
vere one or two fewer femalee than usles in CWE/H programs and one-third
of the clientele were nom-white., NYC programs deviated somewhat by
virtus of the fact that they enrolled as many girls as boys and as many
non-white as white. | | ‘

Information was collected regarding‘the five types of vork-éxperience
gettings: (1) 6n~éampua” du-class; (2) on-campus, out-of-class: (3)
sheltered vorkshop; {4) off-campus, nen-profit inetitution; and (5) off-
campus, profit-uaking enterprise. 1In the seme order as presented, the
wodal eatry grade levels were 10, 10, il, 11, end 11-12. The modal age
level at entry for all types of work-experience settings was 16. Wages
were more frequently paid in the off-campus settings. On-campus, in-class

(1) was a poor last in wage payment with only 31 percent of such setitings
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pr6v1d4ng wages., Students placed in off-campus, profit-muking enterprises
were more frequently given cours2 credit and related clesses than students
iz other settiugs. |

When CWE/H prograss were glaaaified according to the nature of work-
experience setting sequences available, there were &4 "gingle choice"
programs, 23 direct~line "sequential™ programs, 32 “sequential-brancaing"
programs, and 50 "concurrent' progzams. Special education--DVR programs
exhibited a higher than expacted frequency of sequential and sequential-
branching programse which may indicate more structurve, planning, and
articulation thar other types of CWE/H progiams. NYC was strongly indenti-~ ;
fied with single choice offerings. As expected, augmented programs had a
disproportionate number of sequential-branching and concurrent offerirgs,

thus enabling such programs to offer more work-experience setting

alternatives to studeata.

Among all types of CWE/H programs, the five factors thought most
contributory to the success of individual programs were acceptance and
coumitment to the program by (1) school adminisgrators and board, (2)
CWE/B teachers, coovdinutors, and c;unseloré, (3} CWE/H'atudente, (4)
employers, and (5) freedom to try new appreaches. The five factoxs
presenting the nost serious cbatacles to greater succesé were lack of
(1) time for counzeling, (2) time for job visitations, (3) CWE/H guide-
lines, (4) facilities, and {5) curriculum materials.

There was little evidence o indicate that CWE/H respondents felt
that affiliation with a more couwprehensive CWE program for '"normal
students" would help their CWE/H programs.

Special education-~DVR had a diapropo:tiohate nuxbar of positive

responses for every ''success contributory factor" examined. Only success
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coutributory factor items having a P <.30 were examined. NYC had a
dispropattiohste lack of poritive responses in every case exsmired
excapt one: funds. For all factors examined, augmented CWE/H programs
had more positive responses than 1ndepend¢nt'progrann.

If essential cooperating agencies are discounted, e.g., individual,
business concérns or the Office of Economic.0pportun1ty for NYC programs,
one must conclude from the data that CWE/H programs fin general fail to
take advantage of potential cooperating agencles in the community.

Special education—-ka and.NYC,prograns generally indicated non-
local initiation factors whereas the convarse was true of special educa-
tion and "other CWE/H" programs. With respect to permanance, special
education--DVR, special education, “other CWE/H," and NYC feapectively
were considered progressively less establishzd in the curriculum. Over
50 percent of the CWE/R programs came.into existence during the last two
years.

In cansidéring a number of miscellaneous qu§ations. it was clear
that speciel educacion-;DVR progrems tend to provide more services and to
use more resourcss than other CdE/H frogtals. NYC wes on the other end
of the continuum. In respoase to whether respondents thought their
progran was worth copying, speclal education--DVR respondents had a
disproporticnate zeal for their programs and NYC and "other CWE/H" had
a reciprocal lack of enthusiasm for their programs.

When CWE/H programs are classified according to type of work-
experience setting sequences it was found that a disproportionate number

6f single choice programs were not considered worth copying and that

sequential-branching appears to be slightly more degirable than sequential

and concurrent.
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An_Experimeutal Program, CVE
The CVE, or Experimental Group. The primary subjccts of this study

were those junior and senior studentg, during the 1966-67 school year, who
were first-year enrolless in the Cooperative Vocational Education (CVE).

The 112 CVE students who made up the experimental group veprcaented
J0.88 percent of the total number of juniors and seniors at the High
School. Examination of Table R shows that 89 (74.70 percent) of the CVE
students were seniors.

TABLE R

NUMBERS OF JUNIOR AND SENIOR STUDENTS ENROLLED
IN WORK PROGRAMS AND THE RESIDUAL SCHOOL POPULATION

Other Programs Total Population

CVE Which Include Some  Residual of Junfors and
Program Work Experience Senicrs Seniors

Juaioz Boypas 11 11 183 205

Junior Girls 19 5 197 221

411l Juniors 30 16 380 426

Senior Boys A5 24 272 341

Senior Girls 44 15 267 326

All Seniors 89 39 539 ' 667

fotal of ALl ;49 55 919 1093

Students

The experiment2l group was about equally divided between the sexss
with 56 boya'repreeenting 47.66 percent of the 119 CVE students.
The CVE students were divided into sub-groups which were in most
cagea? indicative of their type of employment. The one sub-group where
the name does not indicate the work area was that of Diversified Occupations.
As might be expected, there was a wide range of work stations in this sub-

group, some of which aight seem to be more appropriate for other sub-groups.
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This overlapping was caused by such fgctors as coordinator load and
prerequisite courses for particular sub-groups. The number and percentage
of students in esch of the sub-groups are shown i{n Table S.
TABLE &

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES OF CVE STUDENTS BY SUB~GROUPS

. Percent of
Name Numberx Total
1. Office Occupations 26 21.85
2. Dbistributive Education 21 17.85
3. Diversified Occupations 45 37.81
4. Food Service 22 18.49
5. Agri-Business S 4.20
TGTAL 119 100.00

During the year of the study, two CVE students transferred out of
the progfam, another was grazduated at mid-term, and sixteen dropped out
of school. Of the original 119 CVE students, 100 completed the program.
In describing, CVE atudenta; the entire 119 were included, but for data
analysis on other factors the total was necessarily reduced to 100,

The Random Sample. For Comparison purposes a random sample of 119
students was drawn from the residual school populat;on. Since the main
difference in the treatment of the CVE students was their supervised work
experience, it was felt that no students in the random sample should be
in a work experience prograem. Table R shows there were 55 students who
were excluded from the residual group for this reason. These 55 students

were composed of a special educetion group of socially maladjusted students

. e e v
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and gowe individual students who were only in need of several credits

to be graduated and had beea given permiasibn to work half-time without

being a part of any work-education program.

Comparigons CVE and Random Samgle.

A comparison of the CVE aand

random sampie groups on age as of October 1, 1967 is presented in Table

T. Though there was not enough variation between the groups to cause

a significant difference, most of the variation was at cne age level.

By observing the individuzls involved, the author (Dr. Holloway) was

able to note that a large number of the seventeen CVE students in the

older age group were former dropouts. The median age of CVE students

was 16.90 years while the mgdian age of random sample students was 16.76.

TABLE T

AGE OF CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS

AT THE BEGINNING OF THE STUDY

CVE Random Sample Total

AGE No. of No. of No. of

Studente Percent Students Percent Students Percent
Not Available 0 0.090 1 .84 1 0.42
15 and under 3 2.52 7 5.88 10 4.20
16 28 23.53 32 26.90 60 25.21
17 71 $9.66 72 60.50 143 60.09
18 and over 17 14.29 7 5.88 24 10.08
TOTAL 119 100.00 119 100.00 238 100.00
X2 « 5.08 df =2 .05<p<.10 CVE Median = 16.90

Random Sample Median = 16.76
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There were twelve non-whita students ia the CVE group as compared to
3‘> nine in the random ssmple. From the chi-gquare and internal consistency
of Table U, it was concluded that there is not appreciable ditference
between thesz groups as to theilr racial make-up.
TABLE U

RACE OF CVE AND RANLOM SAMPLE STUDENTS

- — e APt tstry i
s - R

CVE Random Sample Total
RACE No. of No. of No. of
- Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent

White 107 89.92 130 92.44 217 91.18

Non-White 12 10.08 9 7.56 21 8.82

TOTAL 119  100.00 119 100.00 238 100.C0
() x> =047 df =1 P>.25

Although I.Q. scores have come into some criticism in recent years
as measure of 'innate ability" it 18 known that such measures are good
predictors of academic suceess in regular school programs. Deviation I1.Q.
gcores of CVE and random sample students were gathered from their cumula-
tive folders and the resultant comparison is shown in Table V. Upon the
basis of the chi-square it is concluded that the deviation 1.Q. of random
gample students wss significantly higher than that of CVE students., The

wedian deviation i.Q. score for CVE students was 100.10 as compared

with a median of 112.85 for random sample students.
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TABLE V

]
DEVIATION I.Q. SCORES OF CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS :

SRS | SRR 2P R RN T I S IR L I A SRS S TR S IR IR SRR R SR SR S

CVE Randora Sample Totai ;
SCORE No. of No. of No. of :
Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent ]

Not Available 9 7.56 10 8.40 19 7.98
52 - 67 2 1.68 1 .84 3 1.26
68 -~ 83 13 10.92 4 3.36 17 7.14 ,
84 - 99 38 31.94 19 - 15.97 57 23.95 é
100 - 115 47 39.50 34 28.57 81 34.04
116 - 131 10 8.40 41 34.46 51 21.43
132 - 148 0 0.00 10 8.40 ‘10 4,20
TOTAL 119 100.00 119 100.00 238 100.00
X2 = 40.97 df w 3 P< .00l CVE Median = 100.10

Random Sample Medi{an = 112.85
¥ California Test of Mental Maturity

2. Family Background. Probably the most enlightening factor of
family backéround is a measure of soclo-2conomic class. Father's occupa-
tional level is the best single predictor of socio-economic class. Data
gathered on father's occupational level is presented in Table W. The
chi-square for this comparison was sufficient to conclude that CVE gtu-
dents tend to come from families of the lower socio-economic classes.

An example of how the CVE students must be class2d as coming from lower

socio—economic levels is indicated by the fact that only two of the CVE
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students’' fsthers were employed as #rofeacionala or semi-profeesionals
as coﬁpare& with'thirtyffout'futhefs of the random sample group. In the
investigator's opinlon this great difference in socio-economic level, as
seen by tae occupational level of the subjects' fathers, is an important
factor Za expiaining the results to be praoented‘later in ghis report.
TABLE W
FATHIR'S OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL FOR CVE AND

RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS

i — —— —_— —~—— s o —— ——————— "

CVE Random Sample Total
LEVEL No. of No. of No. of
Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent

Not Aiailable 12 10.09 4 .3.36 16 6.72
Profe sicaal 0 0.00 21 17.65 21 8.82
Semi-frofsgssional 2 1.68 13 10.92 15 6.30
Skilled 29 24,36 39 32.77 68 28.58
Semi-Skillsd 48 40.34 22 18.49 70 29.41
Unsk/llad 28 23.53 20 16.81 48 20.71
T0TA- | 119 100,00 119  100.00 238  100.00

The prec:ding evidence of & difference between the groups on socio-
economic level is borne cut futther‘by the data on educational level of
the students' fathers. CVE and random sample students ware compared on
father's educational level (see Table X). The chi-square, which was
significant at the .001 probability level was adequate to conclude that

fathers of random sample students had more education than did fathers of

CVE students.
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TABLE X §
FATHER'S EDUCATIONAL LEVEL FOR CVE AND ‘
RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS :
. —— = e - ———— K
CVE Random Sample Total = 3
Years of No. of No. of No. of j
'Schooling Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent #
Not Available 24 20.17 5 .20 29 12.18
1- 8 3 2.52 1 0.84 4 1.68 i
h - 12 26 21.85 17 14.29 43 18.07 '
17 or wmore 4 3.36 37 31.09 41 17.23 :

Tc:al 119 100.00 119 100,00 238 100.00

X = 27.72 df = 2 F<4 .001

Lepgwm—— o e .

e >

Absentee records for the year preceding the study were examined for

botr CVE and random sample groups. The absence data veported in Table Y

prciuced a chi-square sufficient to conclude that a significant difference

Re gy e memamern e oY e e g v

exi ted between the groups. Exanination of the table indicates that CVE
stu'ents had a decidedly higher absence rate than did random sample
stulents. The medlan number of absences for CVE students during the year

pre:eding the study was 14.5 days as compared with 4.9 days for the

‘__, ..-
e e S SN D

ranlom sample students.
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It was found that random sample studente take more units of credit

-y

in 08t of the academic subject areas. In order to somewhat even out the

-
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nun:er of units taken, it is likely that there would be at least one area

in vhich CVE students took more units of sophtomore credit than random
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MUMBER OF ABSENCES FOR CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS
DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR PRECEDIMG THIS STUDY

CvVE

With CVE students having taken more courses in the areas requiring
less rigorous academic ability one would expect this to have a leveling
effect upon the over-zli grade-point average.
it vas hidden by the overvhelming superfority of random sample students in

earning higher sophomore grades. The median grade—poiut average for CVE

If there was such an effect

Randon Sample Total
2g;e:£ Days No. of No. of No. of
Students Percen: Students Percent Students Percent

Not Available 13 10.92 - 3 4.20 18 7.56

0~ & 14 11.76 38 31.93 52 21.84

5- 9 19 15,97 37 31.09. 56 23.52
10 - 14 20 16.82 17 14.30 37 15.55
15 - 19 18 15.13 13 10.92 31 13.03
20 - 29 14 11.76 5 - 4.20 19 7.98
30 - 49 11 9.24 3 2.52 14 5.88
50 and above 10 8.40 1 0.84 11 4.62
Totals 119 100.00 119 100.00 238 100.00
%———__—;—_—m
X« 33.49 df =5 P<.001

practical arts. Under this area are grouped the following types of
courses: Businesa education, homenmaking, trade and industrial arts,
art, and agricuiture. The extént: of the difference between the groups

is noted by the fa:t that on}y 5.88 percent of the CVE students did not

take any vocational., technical and practical arts courses during the

sophomore year as compared with 46,22 percent of the random sample students.

" students was 3.61 as compared with 3.62 for random sample students.
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* The Year of the Study and Future Plans .

1. Dropouts. 'Of ths 119 CVE students who became a part of the

itudy on October 1, 1966, 100 completad the school year as compared to 114
of the original 119 random sample students. Examination of Table Z shows
that the numﬁer of mid-term graduates and transfers were approximately
equal for the two groups. Based upon the chi-square for this table it was
concluded that there was & difference in the dropout rate between the CVE
and random sample studerts. The major difference between the groups 1is
accounted for by the sixteen CVE students who dropped out of school as ;;
compared with only three random sample students.

| TABLE 2

SCHOOL STATUS OF CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS AT
THE END OF THE YEAR OF THE STUDY

= - L T T ) o Sy - T S o R e T
CVE Random Ssmple Total

No. of No. of No. of

Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent

Completed the 100 84.03 114 95.90 214 89.92

School year

Droppad out of School 16 13.45 -3 2.52 19 7.98

Graduated mid-teru . . _ ;
or transferred 3 252 2 1.68 5 2.10 ]
Total 119 100.00 119 100.00 238 100.00

Xz = 10.01 df = 2 ,005¢ P 4.0l

Much of the related informetion reviewed for this study indicated that
work-education programs were, or might be, the answer to reducing the high
nuzber of school dropouts. As the CVE ahd random sample groups were not
equated, it was not possible to access the holding power of the CVE

program. Even when a card sorting technique was used to select those
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ntddents in each cf the groups who were dtop;ut prone, the CVE groups
showed a highsr percentage of dropouts. To achieve proper perspective in
this situation it must be emphasigzed that in gdaition to the many dropout
prone enrolled in this program a substantial number of theéc students were
dropouts from previous years. Several of the sixteen CVE dropouts left
school very early in the school year ‘and had suck poor attendance prior
to their dropping out that the activities of the ﬁrogram could have had
little if any, effect upon them. It may well be that based upon the
characteristics of the CVE student, it is surprising that no more than
sixteen of the original 119 dropped from school.

2. Attendance. The number of absences recorded for CVE and random
sample students are presented in Table AA. In considering attendance
during the year of the study a special factor must be weighed. The CVE
students were attending school in the morningssand were at their work
stations in the afternoon. The means for keeping an accurate attendancé
record on these students was questionable. Because of this special
situation no claims will be made as to similarity or difference between
the groups. It will be noted thqngﬁ»that the two groupé differ at the
44.001 probability level on sophomore attendance. The median number of
days absent during the year of the study for CVE students was 11.30 as
compared with lQ.OO fof random sample students. It is interesting to
note the abéence rate for CVE students went down when compared with their
sophomore record, while there wzs an increase in absences for random

samble students.
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TABLE AA

NUMBER OF ABSENCES FOR CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS
DURING THE YEAR OF THE STUDY®

: CVE Random Sample Total
Days Absent No. of No. of -~ No. of:
' Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent

No. Available 19 15.97 S 4.20 24 10.08
0- 4 16 13.45 29 24.37 45 18.91
5. 9 35 21.01 25 21.01 50 21.01

10 - 14 25 21.01 28 23,53 53 22.27

15 - 19 18 1513 15 12.61 33 13.87

20 - 29 7 5.88 13 10.92 20 8.40

30 - 49 9 7.55 3 2.52 12 5.04

SO and above 0 0.00 1 0.84 1 0.42

Total 119 100.00 119  100.00 238 100.00

X° = 7.04 df =5 .10 <P 4.25 CVE Median = 11.30

Random Sample Median = 10.00

3. Grade-Polat Average. .The comparison between CVE and random
sample students oﬁ grade-point avefége during the year of the study is
presented in Tabie BB. On the basis of the chi-square and examinction of
the table it is concluded that random sample students had higher grades
than CVE students. For CVE students the median grade-point average was

4.35 while that cof the random sample was 5.22.
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" TABLE BB |

GRADE-POINT AVERAGB OF CVE AND RANDGK~SA¥?LE STUDENTS
DURING THE YEAR OF THE STUDY

e

: - CVB Randosi Sample | Total
Grade-~-Point® No. of No. of - Neo. of
Students Percent Students Percefit Students Percent

Not Available 19 15.97 5 4,20 24 10.08

1 -1.9 2 1.68 1 0.84 3 1.26
2.0 - 2.9 34 28.57 21 17.65 55 23.11
3.0 - 3.9 45 37.81 38 31.93 - 83 34.88
4.0 - 5.0 19 15.97 54 45.38 73 30.67
Total 119 100.00 119  100.00 238  100.00
¥ = 19.92 df =2 P<.001 CVE Median = 4.35

4., Work Experience. It is noted that data on.work experience
during the year of the study was obtained from different sources for the

two groups. Data for CVE students were gathered from forms filled out by
the students for thaeir training station late in the school year. These

 forms were checked by their coordinator. The infoxmation on random sample
students was obtained from these responses to a questionnazire.

A presentation is made in Table CC of a compariscn between the
employment of CVE and random sample students. The ninety-eight employed
students were uot necesaaril§ enployed all at one time, hut did work for
a major portion of the school year. Inspection of the table and chi-square
are sufficient to conclude that the employment rate of CVE atudents was
higher than that of random sample students. It is interesting to aote that

a large portion (62.18 percent) of the random sample students wcre employed.
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TABLE CC

CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS EMPLOYED FOR A MAJOR
PORTION CF THE YEAR OF THE STUDY

— ——— T
CVE Random Sample » Total

Employment No. of No. of No. of

Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent
Not Available 19 15.97 5 4.20 24 10.08
Employed 98 82.35 74 62.18 174 73.12
Not Employed 2 1.68 40 33.62 40 16.80 .
Total 119 100.00 119 100.00 238 100.00

X% = 38.50 df = 1 P<.001

The area of emplpyment for CVE and random sample atudenti is presented
i{a Teble DD. The chi-square is large enough to conclude that a differesunce
axists between the groups. In examining the table it 13 found that no

single segment produces a very large proportion of the differencé. The

‘CVE group his a larger proportion of workers in office occupations and

-the trade and techanical area while random sample students are more likely

to be employed in gales, food service angd gonerai service.

TABLE DD oo
AREA OF EMPLOYMENT FOR CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS
" DURING THE YEAR OF THE STUDY

. CYE Random Sample Total
. No. of "~ No. of No. of
. Students Perceant Students Percent Students Perceat
Not Mvallabie ™ 1 235 45 wE 73 0.7
Office Cccupstions 30 25h21 . 13 10.92 43 18.07
Sales 19 15.96 19 15.97 38 15.97
Trade and Technical 12 10.09 0 0.00 12 5.04
Food Service 12 10.09 15 12.61 27 11.35
General Service - 18 15.12 - 27 "22.69 45 18.90

Total 119 100.00 119 100.00 238 100.00

- R o L et (e (o et o it e

x% = 19.31 df = 4 P <.001
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TABLE CC

CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS EMPLOYED FOR A MAJOR
PORTION OF THE YEAR OF THE STUDY

oo ettt
T

e e

s

CVE Randon Sémplc : Total
Eaployment No. of No. of No. of
Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent
Not Available 19 15.97 5 4.20 24 10.08
Employed 98 82.35 74 62.18 174 73.12
Not Employed 2 1.68 40 33.62 40 16.80 .
Total 119  100.00 119  100.00 238  100.00

X = 38.50 df =1 P<.001

The ares of emplpyment for CVE and random sample studenté is presented
in Table DD., The chi-square is large enough to conclude that a difference
exists between the groups. In exemining the table it i found that mo

single segmant produces a very large proportion of the diffetencé. The

'CVE group has a larger proportion of workers in office occupations and

-the trade and technical area while random sample students are more likely

to be employed in sales, food servica and general servics.
TABLE DD o
AREA OF EMPLCYMENT FOR CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS
- DURING THE YEAR OF THE STUDY

- CVE Rendow Sasple Total
. No. of " . No. of No. of
. Studente Percert Students Percent Students Percent
,?°‘u::;;i:::§ and o9 23.53 a5 37.81 73 30,67
Office Cccupations 30 25,21 . 13 10.92 43 18.07
Salas | 19 15.96 19 15.97 - 38 15.97
Trade and Technical 12 10,09 = © © 0.00 12 5.04
Food Service 12 10.09 15 12.61 27 11.35
General Service 18 15.12 - 27 ' "22.69 45 118.30
Total 119 100.00 119 106,00 238 100.00

%% = 19.31 df = & P <.001
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The next Wres of work experience investigated was the nuzber of hours
worked by CVE aand rendomvaample students. If h#a been shown that CVE
students are sore likely to be amployed.than random sample students, but
for this section only those students whe are, or have bean, employed for
a major portion of the school ysar aze included. ?résented in TaBle EE
is a comparison of the number of hours workad vgﬁkdaye by the two groups.

Examination of the table and the chi-square are basis for concluding that

. CVE students work moze hours during the week than do random sample

.students. 7The gbove is not nurpriaihg for CVE students are relased from

school during the week for the purpose of working. The median hours
worked weekdays by CVE students was 21.30 as ccmpared with 14.00 hours
for random sample atudenté.

TABLE EE

NUMBER OF HOURS WORKED WEEKDAYS BY CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS

Wm o o e
_ CVE . Random Sample Total
No. of Nc. of No. of

Students Percent Students Percent Studentes Percent

Not Available

ot unemployed 22 2353 45 37.81 73 350.67
0 0 0.00 g 7.56 9 3.78
1- 9 6 5.04 7 5.88 13 5.46

10-3 10 8.40 22 18.49 32 13.45

15 - 19 19 15.96 10 8.40 29 12.19

20 - 19 | 51 42.8/ 21 17.65 72 30.25

30 - 39 5 4,20 3 2.52 8 3.36

40 - 49 0 0.00 2 1.68 2 .84

Totel 119 100.00 119 10C.00 238 100.00

¥ 41441 dfw 3 P <.005 CVE Median = 21,30

Randon Sample Median = 14.00
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A difference again appears.:when CVE and random sample groups are
;z,) compared on the number of hours worked on weekends, Tsble FF. In this
case though, the differéhce iﬁlin tha opposite direction., Based upon
the chi-square and examination of Table FF it is concluded that employed
random sample studenta work more hours on weekends than do CVE students.
On weekends the median number of hours worked for CVE students was 5.0
a3 compared with 1l.1 hours worked by random sample students.

TABLE FF

NUMBER OF HOURS WORKED WEEKENDS BY CVE
' AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS

; CVE Random Sample Total
] No. of No. of No. of .
Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent

Not Available

L or unemployable 28 23.53 45  37.81 73 30.67
) o 32 26.90 7 5.88 39 16.39
4 1-9 45 37.81 27 22.69 72 30.25
* 10 - 14 8 6.72 20 16.81 28 11.77
1 15 - 19 6 5.04 19 15.97 25 10.50
" 20 - 29 0 0.00 °~ 1 = .8 - 1 0.42

Total 119 100.00 119 160,00 238 100.00

x> 16,74  df =2  P<.001  CVE Median 5.0

Random Sample Median = 11,1
With CVE students working more hours weekdays and the employed random

sample students working more on weekends, it seemed likely that the total

number of hours worked might not differ. The total number of hours

worked per week by the two groups are compared and presented in Table CC.

From the chi-squase and the internal consistency of the table it 1s

concluded that CVX and employed random sample students did not dif{fer as

R e ¢ e ey
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co.thc tot2l number of hours per week. PFor CVE students the median
aumber of hours was 24.45 while that of randow sample studeats vas 24.72.

TABLR CG

TOTAL NUMBFR OF«HOURS WORKED PER WEEK BY
CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS

mmwm

CVE Random Sample Total

HOURS No. of No. of No. of

Students Percent Students Percent Students Percent
Not Available
or unemploged 28 23.53 45 37.81 78 30.67
10 - 14 10 8.40 3 2.52 13 S5.45
15 - 19 9 7.57 10 8.40 19 7.98
a0 - 29 46 38.66 34 28.58 80 33.61
30 - 39 20 16.80 18 15.13 38 15.97
40 and above 5 4.20 S 4.20 10 4.20
Total 119 100.00 119 100.00 238 100.00
X* = 0.51 df=2 P>.75 CVE Median = 24.45

Random Sample Median = 24.72

A comparison was alos made of the hourly wages of CVE and employed
random sample students (See Table HH). Based upon the size of the
chi-squate.and observing the table it was ccncluded that the two groups
did not differ on hourly wages earned. The median hourly wage of CVE
students was $1.33 as compared with $1.42 for random sample students.

It was deemed advisable to ascertain whether the larger nuwber of
CVE students was in any way related to the relationships which exist
between the two groups. Employment figures (See Table €C) have shown

that ninety-eight CVE students were employed as compared with seventy-

four random sample students. Comparisons were made of the two groups
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across all data factors using oaly empioyed itudcnt.. Chi-squares were
quite sindlar to the originel comparison on which the total groups were
used. Therefore, it was concluded that the differences between groups

could not be attributed to the students' employment status during the

yecar of the study.
TABLE HH

HOURLY WAGES OF CVE AND RANDOM SAMPLE STUDENTS

CVE Random Sample Total
Hourly Wage No. of No. of No. of
Students Percent Students Percent Students Perceat

Not Available

or unemployed 28 23,53 45 37.81 78 30.67
.01 - .99 3 2.52 3 2.52 6 2.52 ;
1.00 - 1.24 14 11.76 9 7.57 23 9.66 |
. 1.25 - 1.49 50 42.02 35 29.41 85 35.72
) 1.50 - 1.74 18 15.13 21 17.65 39 16.39
1.75 and above 6 5.04 6 5.04 12 5.04
_Total 1319 100.00 119 100. 00 238 100.00
— ———— e e e

2

X" = 2,001 df =3 P>.5
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TABLE I

EXPENDITURES FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, FISCAL YEAR 1966 c/

TOTAL

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Axkansas
California
Coleorado
Connecticut
Delavare
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Iouisiana
Maine
Maryland
Masgachusetts
Michigan
Minnesotes
Mississippti
Missouri

Montana
Nabraska
Nevada

Nev Hampshire
Rev Jersey
Nev Mexico
New York
Nerth Carolina
Noxrth Dakota
Ohio
Cklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

Total

$771,151,879

18,031,262
729,840
6,179,702
61,067,992
6,118,322
9,539,917
2,430,600
30,865,945
19,720,627
2,734,335
2,940,186
25,461,226
16,100,683
8, 276,648
T» 960,435
ll"'s 005: 952
14,403,915
2,658,676
14,958,853
26,414,970
32 ’ ,82°a 855
15,451,761
12'3 M‘T: T91
8,881,869

1,700,851
4,389,810
, 4,763,229

.4,080,963

19,266,510
3,949,576
Th,556,120
31,105,583
3,383,710
33,001, 6Lt
13,062,263
T» 3(20 329
ko, 329, 014
4,051,833
12 ? 887’ 211
2,878,488
16,981,048
54,673,850
2,108,453
19,437,087
14,387,099
8,375,107
19,761,218
232,801

Federnl
$228,106, 946

2h.19
k9.1
30.0%
35.9%
27.24)
55« 5%%
25.0%
25.3%
22 0;2%
3k .2%
36.6%
37-T%
38.7%
35.1%
41.1%
36.0%
35.3%
35.6%
40.6%
25.1%
19.5%
29.29,
30.5%
36.1%
31.2%
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TOTALS

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connescticut
Delawvare
Florida
Georglia
Hawaii

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iova

Kansasg
Keatucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusatts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Rebraska
Revada

New Hampchire
Rew Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Rorth Dakota
Chio
Cklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolinas
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washingtcn
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

& B meames—

TABLE TX
EXPENDITURES FUR W(RK-STUDY 19651966

Federal

$20,

1,

1,

192,878
263,286
000

190,037
348.9%
673,186
207,697
153,941
122,460
T48, 757
623,133
107,771
7,480
875,761
208, 274
201,157
107,921
415,559
537,117
38,514
109, 4T
733,096
037,441
306,232
500,136
5,553
2,009
183, 350
45,575

State and/
or Local

$528, 523

8,832
6, 117

50, 000
1.965

45,339

1,755

218,242
8,2k
19,855

s, gk
693
13,035

85,508
23, bllks

Percent of Pederal
Spent _on Work-Study

8.97%
6.06%

10.15%
10.&’
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TABLE V

BY PROGRAM

Total Enrollment in Schools with CHE
Total Enrollment in CWE Programs

Total Enrollment in WorkeStudy

Total Enrollment in all Cooperative Programs

Total Enrollment in Coopsrative Distridutive
Education

Total Enrollment in Cooperative Trads and
- Industry

Total Enrollment in Cooperative Business
Bduecation |

Total Emrollment in Diversified Occupations
Total Earollment in Cooperative Agrieﬁltm
Total Enrollment in Cooperative Home Econamics

Totel Enrollment in Cooperative Bealth
' Occupations

COBCURRENT WORK~EDUCATION ENROLLMENT

TOTALS ONLY
4,285,587 3,969,847

121,278 117,035

HIGH SCROOLS

52,235 MA,81T

59,893 5T,479

23,845 22,890

18,248

15,540
3,235
ksk
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CODING FORMAT FOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Item

Reinbursad Concurrent Work-Education, 1965-1966
Reimbursed Concurrent Work-Education, 1966-67
Work-Study, 1965-1966

Worke-Study, 1966-196T

Fon-Reimbursed Concurrent Work-Education, 19651966
Non-Reimbursed Concurrsnt Work-Education, 1.966-1967
Concurrent Work-Blucstion for Bandicapped, 1965-1966
Concurrent Work-Education for Eandicapped, 1966-1967
Blank

Humber of Programs Participating for Handicapped
Blenk

Pirst or Second Questionnalre Returned




CODING FORMAT FOR DATA COLLECTED FOR EACH SCHOOL WITH A CWE PROGRAM
] ) COLUMN TTEM CODE
e 1 thru 12 school name
’; 13 blank
b thru 26 city
27 blank
28 populaticn density 1= the 25 metro areas
2= other std. stat. ereas
3= other cities over 50,000
Us cities between 25,000 and
49,999
5= cities 10,000 to 24,999
6= towns 5,000 to 9,999
Te all others
29,30,31,32 total enrollment in grades 10,il, and 12
33,34 lowest grade in school district
35,36 highest grade in school district
( 3 37,38 lowest grade in the school |
39,k0 highest grade in the school
b1, k2 rank order of state on money available to education ;
W3 classification of school within the state on finance !
| 1= high '
2= middle
3= low
bh b5, 46 enrollment in work-study
h7,48,49 enrollment in coop. agriculture
50,51,52 enrollment in coop. trade and industry
53,54,55 enrollment in coop. distributive education
56,57,58 enrollment in business and office occupations
59,60,61 enrollment in coop. home economics
62,63,6h enrollment in coop. experimental prograums
65,66,67 enrollment in coop. health occupations
68,69,T0 enrollments in programs not classified elsevhere
, T,72,73 enrolliment in diversified occupations progrars
. \ 74,75,T6 school I.D.
17,78 state I.D.
79,80 card I.D. (03)




CHECK LIST

FILL IN CORRECT NAMES FROM DIRECTORY BEFORE LEAVING THE OFFICE.
IF NECESSARY MAKE CHANGES DURING VISIT.

State . Researcher Date
say HELLO to:
State Superintendent of Instruction
Explain Project (briefly) to:
State Divecter of Vo-EQ ¢
Secretary
Visit Supervisors:
Work~Study Home Economics
Secretary Secretary
Request:
: T7& 1 Other
O (1) boh2-hok8
forms
(2) State Plan Secretary
(3) Areas with
CWE Obtain from each:
(L) Note Grade Agri.culture
Restriction Students by:
Progran (1)
age
Secretary (2) grade
(3) Job
R (4) school
1 Obtain from someone:
Secretary (1) school enrcliments
10, 11, and 12
(2) finances
Business Ed (3) pertinent publica~
tions
Secretary
Use back of this sheet
for anecdotal comments.
Oorfice Occupations
T2
(x—» Secretary
D.0.




UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL 37 EAST ARMORY AVENUE

. oo ; CHAMPAIGN, ILLINOIS 61820
AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION A o 355 6178

e WHIRK EDUCATION
RESEARCH GENTER

Dear School Administrator:

Concurrent work-education programs are a rapidly expanding type of educational program.
Some educators feel they are especially suitable to the needs of many non-University bound stu-
dents and, as such, a welcomed addition to the curriculum. It is vital to our national study that
you, as a representative of a carefully selected sampie of schools, be responsive to this letter.

“Concurrent work-education programs’’ include all school programs which provide students
with formal education and conjunctive work experience. Please check the boxes below indicat-
ing whether you had various types of concurrent work-education programs in the years noted.
Answer completely—positive and negative responses are equally important to us.

65-66 66-67 Reimbursed Cooperative Vocational Education: rogram titles such as Distri-

[J¥es [JYes butive Education, Otiice Occupations, Diversified Occupations as well as many

[N [ JNo less universal titles are included. Also included are agriculture programs
which intend to place all students in part-time jobs for wages during the regular
school year. Excluded here are (1) vocational programs which occasionally or
incidentally place students, and (2) reimbursed cooperative programs described
in the categories below.

' 65-66 66-67 Work-Study: A program where students in vocational programs, who have need

[Jves [Yes of financial assistance, are placed in public agencies (mainly the local school).

[JNe [INe  This program is defined and subsidized under the provisions of Public Law
88-210.

65-66 66-67 Non-reimbursed Cooperative Vocational Education: These programs may in

[|Yes [ ]Yes many respects be similar to ““Reimbursed Cooperative Vocational Education”

[JNe [JNe  above but they do not receive Federal reimbursement under the provisions of
vocational education legislation. Excluded here are special programs for the
““handicapped’’ described below.

65-66 66-67 Work-Education for ‘‘Handicapped’’: Students who are not likely to profit from

[Jves [lYes regular academic and vocational offerings are, for our purposes, considered

[JNe [ Ne handicapped. They may or may not be served by special education personnel.
All of the following descriptive terms are applicable to this concept of handi-
capped: mentally retarded, slow learners, reluctant learners, potential drop-
outs, economically disadvantaged, culturally deprived, and alienated.

N=() How many distinct types of work-education programs are provided particu-
larly for handicapped students? (Excluding Work-Study.)

Sincerely and appreciacively,

Respondent’s Name wﬂ : 55[ S e Y

”) William John Schill

Respondent’s Fosition Project Director

EMC o - N L R R e e
' A ruText provided by Eric
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WORK-EDUCATION
RESEARCH CENTER

Estoblished pursuont ta @ cantract with the United States Department
of Heolth, Educatian, and Welfore, Office of Education, to investigate
the conduct and consequences of cancurrent wark-~ducatian progroms
within the public schaals.

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION
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“M CONCURRENT WORK-
"' EDUCATION PROGRAMS

CONDUCT AND CONSEQUENCES

Concurrent work-education is an old educational con-
cept that has grown in application during the past
few years. Regardless of the reasons for the recent
growth of concurrent work-cducation programs, it is
essential that a nationwide assessment be conducted
if the overall planning activity of vocational and
technical education is to be properly guided. This
project is designed to satisfy the need for a nation-
wide assessment.

DEFINITION

The term “concurrent work-education programs” in-
cludes all puvlic high school and junior college pro-
grams that provide students with formal education
and conjunctive work experience. This definition is
broad enough to include piograms encompassed by
various other general titles in common usage such as
Cooperative Education, Work Education, and Work
Experience. More specific titles within the realm of
concurrent work-education programs include: Dis-
tributive Education (D.E.), Office Occupations
(0.0.), Diversified Occupations (D.O.), and many
other but usually less universal titles such as Part-time
Industrial Cooperative Education and Agri-business.
Recently, the term work-study has been specifically
defined under Public Law 88-210, and it, too, is in-
cluded. It is the intent of the above definition, there-
fore, that any and all programs which satisfy the
criteria noted be included in this study. Differences
in usage of terminology shall not eliminate programs
from this study.

RESEARCH FORMAT

This project has two interrelated parts or phases: (a)
a descriptive study of the conduct or status of con-
current work-education programs in each of the 50
states, and (b) an in-depth study of the consequences
of concurrent work-education programs at thirty sites.

CONDUCT (DESCRIPTIVE PHASE) :

There are over 1,500 concurrent work-education
programs among 27,000 public high schools and an
unknown number of programs in the more than 500
junior colleges in the United States. Work-education
data and methods of collection and reporting data
differ from state to state. This phase will attempt to
systematize and consolidate the data that exist relative
to concurrent work-education programs in the various
governmental offices throughout the 50 states and the
District of Columbia.

It is expected that the records at U.S8.O.E. and the 50
state offices of public instruction will provide some of
the following data about concurrent work-education
programs:

1. Number of students in concurrent work-education
programs by occupational area and sex.

2. Names of schools with concurrent work-education
programs and the pertinent school official names.

3. Type of federal assistance given each program and
the approximate per cent of the federal contribu-
tion to the total cost.

4. Type and number of professional personnel as-
signed to concurrent work-education programs.

Q
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RESEARCH FORMAT

This project has two interrelated parts or phases: (a)
a descriptive study of the conduct or status of con-
current work-education programs in each of the 50
states, and (b) an in-depth study of the consequences
of concurrent work-education programs at thirty sites.

CONDUCT (DESCRIPTIVE PHASE) :

There are over 1,500 concurrent work-education
programs among 27,000 public high schools and an
unknown number of programs in the more than 500
junior colleges in the United States. Work-education
data and methods of collection and reporting data
differ from state to state. This phase will attempt to
systematize and consolidate the data that exist relative
to concurrent work-education programs in the various
governmental offices throughout the 50 states and the
District of Columbia.

It is expected that the records at U.S.O.E. and the 50
state offices of public instruction will provide some of
the foilowing data about concurrent work-education
programs:

1. Number of students in concurrent work-education
programs by occupational area and sex.

2. Names of schools with concurrent work-education
programs and the pertinent school official names.

3, Type of federal assistance given each program and
the approximate per cent of the federal contribu-
tion to the total cost.

4. Type and number of professional personnel as-
signed to concurrent work-education programs.

O

In instances where the data are incomplete, data will
be solicited from individual schools.

Direct contact with a 10 per cent sample of senior
high schools in the United States will be conducted
to identify schools operating concurrent work-educa-
tion programs without financial assistance from the
federal government.

CONSEQUENCES (DEPTH STUDY PHASE) !

There are many objectives of concurrent work-educa-
tion programs. Desirable as these objectives may be,
the extent to which concurrent work-education con-
tributes to their realization has yet to be tested. The
degree to which these objectives are realized can
provide a measure of assessment of the various types
of concurrent work-education programs. This assess-
ment will also include the relative accessibility of the
programs to the students and the extent to which
employers are willing to cooperate by providing work
stations.

From the universe of concurrent work-education pro-
grams, an atypical sample of 30 schools with two or

onre concurrent work-education programs will be

elected for study in greater depth. The selection of
this sample will be the responsibility of the project
director and, in each case, will require the consent of
pertinent school administrators.

It is not intended that 30 schools will provide statis-
tical reliability which permits generalization to con-
current work-education programs across the country.
However, the 30 schools selected will provide data
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which will illuminate the relationships between the
characteristics of particular programs and changes in
student behavior.

DATA COLLECTION, ANALYSIS,
AND DISTRIBUTION OF REPORT

The University of Illinois is responsible for the com-
pilation and analysis of all data. However, to mini-
mize travel and expedite data collection, professors
from five other institutions are involved in the actual
data collection. The research staff at the University
of Illinois has collected the data from U.S.O.E. and
selected midwestern state offices, refining the format
for use by the regional data collectors.

Most of the data are quantitative and consequently
can be reported in raw form with measures of central
tendency. All data collected will be held in strict
confidence by the professional research staff. No indi-
vidual or institution will be identifiable in the reports.
Upon completion of the study, the final report will be
made available upon request free of charge to all
participating programs, agencies, organizations, and
individuals.

)

CONDUCTED BY:
Work-Education Research Center
University of Illinois
57 East Armory Avenue
Champaign, Illinois 61820
Phone: 217 333-6178

217 333-6179

WERC STAFF:

Dr. William J. Schill

Principal Investigator and Director
Mr. Phillip Baird

Assistant to the Director

RESEARCH ASSOCIATES:
Mr. Menno DiLiberto
Mr. James E. Gallagher
Mr. Thomas R. Jensen
Mr. J. William Ullery
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